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SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 


FRIDAY, OCTOBER 12, 1951 


Unirep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in room F-87, 
the Capitol, Hon. Kenneth McKellar (chairman of the committee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators McKellar, Hayden, O'Mahoney, Maybank, El- 
lender, Hill, Robertson, Bridges, Cordon, Saltonstall, Young, Know- 
land, Thye, and Ecton. 


MILITARY PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


STATEMENTS OF HON. THOMAS K. FINLETTER, SECRETARY OF 
THE AIR FORCE; EDWARD T. DICKINSON, DEPUTY FOR INSTAL- 
LATIONS, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE; MAJ. 
GEN. P. W. TIMBERLAKE, DIRECTOR OF INSTALLATIONS, 
MATERIEL, HEADQUARTERS, USAF; BRIG. GEN. COLBY M. MYERS, 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF INSTALLATIONS, MATERIEL, HEADQUAR- 
TERS, USAF; COL. JACK RILEY, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT FOR 
AIR BASES, OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, OPERA- 
TIONS, HEADQUARTERS, USAF; MAJ. GEN. M. J. ASENSIO, DIREC- 
TOR OF BUDGET, COMPTROLLER HEADQUARTERS, USAF; AND MR. 
WILLIAM S. FAIRHURST, MATERIEL HEADQUARTERS, USAF; 
MAJ. GEN. G. N. NOLD, DEPUTY CHIEF OF ENGINEERS; AND BRIG. 
GEN. THOMAS B. McDONALD, MIDDLETOWN AIR MATERIEL AREA 


CONSTRUCTION FUNDS FOR MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 


Chairman McKetxar. Gentlemen, the committee will be in order. 

We are meeting this morning for consideration of a request for 
additional funds for military public works. We have with us Secre- 
tary Finletter, the Secretary of the Air Force, with his staff; and 
we will be glad to hear you at this time, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Finuerrer. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, I appear in support of the appropriation for public works for 
the Air Force for the fiscal year 1952. I have a statement, Mr. Chair- 
man, which I would like to submit for the record, and if it is agree- 
able, I will go through it hastily, paraphrasing it. 
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Chairman McKetuar. Very well, sir. Without objection that will 
be done. 
(Secretary Finletter’s prepared statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT or Hon. THomas K,. FINietrer, SECRETARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
Atr Force 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in our original presentation of 
this program to the House Subcommittee on Appropriations the Air Force re- 
quested a public works appropriation of $2.403 billion for fiscal year 1952. The 
Military Public Works Appropriation Act, 1952 (H. R. 5650), was passed by the 
Hlouse on October 11, and contains an appropriation for the Air Force of 
$2.112 billion. Of the reduction in appropriations, $102,300,000 was included in 
the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 1952 (H. R. 5054, passed by the 
House and sent to the Senate on October 5), and for that reason was not con- 
sidered by the committee in its consideration of the Air Force’s budget request. 
Thus the amount for consideration was $2.301 billion. The remaining $190.3 
million reduction in appropriations includes a $29,073,000 reduction for a base 
to sustain two of our troop carrier wings, $3,495,450 reduction in the require- 
ments for laundry and cleaning plants, $7,779,000 reduction in funds for Olmsted 
Air Force Base, and a reduction of $150,000,000 which was requested to cover 
Corps of Engineers’ best estimates of construction costs. I want to ask this 
committee to reinsert the appropriation of $161.2 million which includes budget 
estimates for laundry and dry-cleaning plants, where no Government or adequate 
commercial facilities are available, and for facilities to support the planned 
mission for Olmsted Air Force Base, and to cover the estimated costs of con- 
struction. 

The Air Force is, therefore, presently requesting the appropriation of $2.273 
billion for fiscal year 1952. Public Law 155 of the present Congress authorizes 
$3.548 billion for the Air Force public works program for this same fiscal year. 

The whole authorization is necessary to carry out the 95-wing construction 
program. Appropriations for the current fiscal year therefore will not complete 
the base structure necessary for the effective operation and deployment of the 
%-wing Air Force. 

The Air Force believes that, with minor exceptions, the entire amount of its 
unfinished authorizations could be obligated within the fiscal vear 1952. How 
ever, during the progressive reviews which took place within the Department of 
Defense and the Bureau of the Budget, and on the basis of spreading the unpact 
of some of the major elements of the program over a longer period than 1 year, 
it was decided to take a calculated risk in delaying the completion of the neces 
sary bases by requesting only $2.275 billion of appropriations at this time in- 
stead of the whole amount of the unfinanced authorizations 

In this building up of suitable air bases to support our 95-wing objective, | 
think it is extremely important for the committee to recognize that the entire 
amount of the fiscal year 192 authorization is needed. For that reason TI am 
now hoping that decisions will be made which will enable the Air Force to move 
promptly with requests for the entire amount of the unfinanced authorizations 
contained in Publie Law 155. 

I would, therefore, like very much to have the approval of this committee as 
to the $2.273 billion so that we may proceed at once with this basically essential 
work. I wish to emphasize to the committee that the estimates here do not 
admit of a lead-time factor, and the need for these funds is immediate to provide 
facilities necessary to support the forces and the operation and deployment of 
#5 wings. In other words, the request we are making of $2.273 billion is indis- 
pensible to support our build-up to 95 wings, and without these funds the al- 
ternative will then be to consider cutting the 95-wing program. 

The entire $3.5 billion which is authorized must be examined in order to de- 
termine the validity and scope of the Air Foree’s current program. It is im- 
portant to stress that the $3.5 billion will support only the 95-wing Air Force, 
and then only for the basic essentials. It does not include any installations for 
forces over 95 wings, nor does the program include a mobilization potential 
created for such purpose alone. 

As the entire amount of the authorization is necessary to support the 95-wing 
objective, I have some hesitation in recommending this program for $2.273 bil- 
lion. This phasing, in an effort to spread the burden and delay the time of 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 3 


realizing the construction program, has been forced upon us with considerable 
reluctance by the various reviews of which I have spoken. 

The amount we are requesting for public works is large. It therefore must 
be carefully scrutinized. To understand the program, we must relate these 
public works to the uses to which they are going to be put. 

It is important to understand that all of these installations are intended to 
serve the three basic end products of the Air Force—namely, the strategic air 
operation, the air defense operation, and the tactical air operation. To be sure, 
there are many other operations of the Air Force which are served by these 
installations—but all of these other functions are support functions. They are 
all in aid of the three front line operations of the Air Force to which I have re- 
ferred. We must have adequate base structure not only te build up the force 
but to permit its operation and permit its deployment. And in connection with 
operation and deployment the overseas bases are of particular importance. 

When, therefore, we look at these requests for bases we must examine any 
proposed reduction in relationship to the effect that it would have on the 
first line function for which the base is intended. 

In this connection I want to call special attention to the Strategic Air Com- 
mand. Today it has been assigned one of the most difficult tasks in the history 
of modern warfare and the complexities of the strategic air operations are 
immense. The Strategic Air Command requires adequate bases for operation 
in terms of the runways and the refueling facilities which must be progressively 
modernizd as soon as practicable. Facilities must be adequate to handle the 
tremendously complex operational training requirements of the new machines; 
but over and above that are the supporting facilities, and these must be adequate 
to take care of the people who fly the machines. Then there is also the question 
of the value of these bases which no one can foresee, but which will exist in the 
event that this strategic air command has to be used. The existing base structure 
of the Strategic Air Command must be improved and we must increase the 
number of bases. In that sense*the base structure is something that we are 
seeking to create, one which is adequate for the purpose, and which has to serve 
a tremendously important function. This base structure requires bases within 
the continental United States and in foreign countries. These bases are neces- 
sary to the development of a strategic air arm capable of retaliatory attack 
and of neutralizing the enemy’s war potential. I believe that you all feel that a 
strong Strategic Air Command is one of the greatest deterrents to the outbreak 
of world war Ill. The Strategic Air Command capability must be built up at 
once, and in such a manner that its present readiness status is not compromised. 

The Air Defense Command has the extremely important mission of protecting 
our cities, our homes and families and industrial areas against enemy bombing 
attacks. The United States has never been subjected to a bombing attack and 
we all hope that it never will. Nevertheless, we know that we must be prepared 
to detect the approach of hostile aircraft and to go up and seek him out and 
shoot him down. As you know, there is no complete defense against a determined 
mass bombing attack, but we must make it so costly to the enemy that he cannot 
sustain the attack. 

In the requested appropriations are amounts for the building of bases for our 
interceptor aircraft and for the installation of high-speed refueling and alert 
and readiness facilities in order to be sure that planes will get off the ground 
as rapidly as possible if they have to. I think it is perfectly clear to all members 
of the committee that going from a piston-propelled aircraft to a jet-propelled 
aircraft requires a longer runway and requires better and faster refueling 
facilities. 

The requested facilities are only enough to take care of the interceptor 
squadrons called for in the 95-wing program on the basis of squadron deployment. 
Our Air Defense Command has always been particularly insistent on the im- 
portance of one-squadron-per-base deployment, and with having the most effec- 
tive high-speed refueling and alert and readiness facilities at these bases. 
I wish to lay special emphasis on the squadron deployment for the fighter- 
interceptor operation. It is only with a deployment of this kind that the proper 
fighter-direction-control activities can be properly carried out. I cannot over- 
emphasize the importance of high-speed refueling and other alert and readiness 
facilities to get the planes up on the limited notice that would probably prevail 
in the event of an attack. 

The tactical air situation presents a special case because this is, in a large 
measure, tied up with the development of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
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tion in respect to the bases which have not been completed. I think it im- 
portant that this appropriation be granted to put the Air Force and other 
United States representatives in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in a 
position to negotiate properly in connection with the tactical air bases for the 
NATO forces. 

Tactical air, the third of the front-line end products of the Air Force, is in a 
dynamic stage. Because of lead time, we must now make the plans for the 
tactical air of 2 to 4 years from now. Modern developments in science have 
opened up new vistas which are going to call for imaginative and foreeful action 
by the Air Force. We must now ready the base structure for these tactical air 
operations in order that we shall not be caught without adequate bases to meet 
the new and highly important developments which we foresee. 

. * * * . - * 

Back of the bases for these three front-line operations are the support installa- 
tions. The support installations are divided among the following categories 
of operations: Training; depots and logistical; communications and navigational 
aids ; research, development, and test; and, Reserve activities. 

I will not attempt a detailed description of the construction requirements in- 
cluded in this program. However, we are prepared to give such a presentation 
on the entire program or any part. 

* * * * * * * 


The bases which have an immediate and direct relationship to operations 
present, it seems to me, the least difficult part of the problem, for I take it that 
we must accept the principle that the bases must be adequate to support the 
airplanes and the crews which handle them. 

The more difficult part of the problem is that part of the base structure which 
has an indirect relationship to the actual operating facilities. 

In this connection I would like to make some general observations on the base 
structure of the Air Force. 

The Air Force is sadly behind in its installations, both in the United States 
and abroad. The base structure is the weakest of the three pillars of the Air 
Force. By the three pillars, I mean the machines which we fly, the men who fly 
them, and the bases from and to which these machines fly. 

The committee is familiar with our plans for getting the right kind and the 
right number of airplanes into our structure. It is also familiar with our plans 
for the training of personnel and, above all, for economy in the use of personnel. 
I now emphasize to the committee that our base structure is definitely in a bad 
third place. We have not advanced as far with our bases as we have with our 
machines and our men. The need for improvement in our base structure is 
urgent, because of the basic essentiality of the work itself and the part it is 
to play in producing an efficient and operationally effective 95-wing Air Force. 
AS previously mentioned, all of this construction is directly related and keyed to 
other Air Force programs, especially those of personnel and aircraft. On January 
5, 1951, in accordance with objectives established by the National Security 
Council the Secretary of Defense directed the Air Force to build up to 95 wings 
as soon as practicable. 

Procurement and personnel programs have been adjusted and accelerated in 
accordance with this objective. These programs are reflected in current budget 
estimates for fiscal year 1952. However, in the case of essential facilities sup 
port we are seriously lagging. With the exception of the fiscal year 1951 fourth 
supplemental construction program, no provision has been made to date for the 
facilities necessary to support our build-up. Manifestly then, any delay in the 
fullest possible implementation of this construction program will be reflected 
to varying degrees in the over-all build-up and expansion of the Air Force to its 
95-wing level. In summary, proper installations are the most serious and limit- 
ing factor we now have to contend with. 

The base structure of the Air Force is inadequate in two major respects. 

First, it is not adequate to carry on the operations of the Air Force. By this 
IT mean that the strategic air, the air defense, and tactical air functions are not 
properly supported in the base structure in the form of runways, high-speed 
refueling, hangars, and the other operational features that must be there if the 
Air Force is going to be able to fly. These requirements are largely generated 
by reason of the new types of aircraft, and the number of wings and the 
dissimilar missions of each major command. 

Second, the Air Force is badly behind in its support facilities and in particular 
in its family and troop housing and other living facilities for the accommoda- 
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tion of the men we are taking into the Air Force. The existing base structure 
for the accommodation of troops is not nearly adequate for the accommodation 
of the personnel we have now. Over and above that is the base structure for 
the accommodation of forces up to 95 wings. Living conditions are definitely 
very far behind the status of our operational facilities. 

The Air Force has been in existence a comparatively short period of time 
and we do not have the benefits of a base structure developed over a period of 
150 years. In short, we must build our base structure almost from scratch. 

Military necessity dictated that we first construct our operational] facilities. 
Although we have not reached our goal in this respect, I feel that the matter of 
dependents’ housing is one which warrants expenditures of funds to a far 
greater extent than is contemplated in this request. The requested family 
housing appropriation for continental United States is designed primarily to 
accommodate a few of the key personnel who, due to the nature of their respon- 
sibilities, are required to be available on the base at all times, and to provide 
about 240 family housing units at Limestone Air Force Base, an isolated base in 
northern Maine where high construction and operating costs make it impossible 
to use the Wherry Act. The remaining 1,084 units are located at various in- 
stallations in Alaska, which are isolated and not susceptible to Wherry-housing 
construction ; however, this number represents a very small percentage of our 
requirements outside the continental United States. 

I have read with great interest the report of the Preparedness Subcommit- 
tee on Substandard Housing and Rent Gouging of Military Personnel. Even 
before the end of the war, we recognized that the lack of family housing would 
become the greatest single deterrent to the retention in the service of combat- 
trained skilled specialists. All studies concerning the retention of wartime 
bases took this into account and all surveys for reactivation and expansion of 
bases in the current program give consideration to this factor. We have been 
continuously aware of the serious morale factor created by inadequate family 
housing and the direct result of such conditions upon troop efficiency. In the 
selection of installations for reactivation or expansion, we have considered as a 
major criterion the availability of satisfactory dependents’ housing and have 
endeavored to obtain commitments from local officials guaranteeing that an ade- 
quate number of livable housing units will be available for dependents. 

The committee may be interested in some figures which show the relationship 
of the base structure of the Air Force which existed at the beginning of World 
War II to that which exists at the present time. 

At the war peak, the Air Force had 1,933 installations, a troop strength of 
2,411,000 men, and 248 groups. On June 30, 1950, the 1,983 installations had 
been reduced to 210; the troop strength had been reduced from 2,411,000 to 411,- 
000; and the groups had been reduced from 243 to 48. 

As of June 30, 1951, we had 232 major-type installations and we are now re- 
questing 77 additional bases, for an increase to 309 in comparison to the 1,933 
whieh we had at the peak of the war. We now have about 800,000 men in 
comparison with the 2,411,000 during World War II. 

These 309 major-type installations, exclusive of industrial, are required by 
June 30, 1952, for the 95-wing program. Of this number 66 require no further 
appropriations, the other 243 require major construction necessitated by expan- 
sion of existing bases, reactivated bases and new bases. 

We are reactivating 22 old bases. The new bases are overseas bases, except 
6, which are located within the United States. By new bases I means installa- 
tions where the Air Force has never been before; nor held any real property 
interest. 

Most of the overseas bases are new because they have to do with the strategic 
or tactical operations abroad. The six bases within the United States are new 
because it was found necessary to create them in order to meet operational 
needs; and new bases were selected only after the fullest examination of the 
availability of existing bases. . 

* * . . = > - 

We are often asked why certain bases in the United States which were en- 
tirely satisfactory for use in World War II are not being used by the Air Force 
today. 

There may be many reasons in the case of any particular base, but there is 
one which I want to call to the attention of the committee. 

That is, the change in the performance of modern aircraft and in particular, 
the development of the turbojet engine, has created an entirely different set of 
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requirements of air bases, including lengthening of runways to accommodate 
high-performance aircraft and strengthening the runways to withstand the 
pounding to which it will be subjected and to support the weight of modern 
bombers. The fuel-consumption rates of high-performance aircraft are nearly 
three times that of World War II aircraft, thus creating a requirement for fuel 
storage and high-speed refueling systems. Moreover, because of the high com- 
plexity of the electronic and fire-control devices nearly all of the air bases in 
our training establishment require improved and expanded facilities for indi- 
vidual and combat crew training; and they also require clossroom buildings 
and complicated types of training devices such as the flight-simulating trainer. 

Moreover, the new requirement that missions must be done in all kinds of 
weather has so complicated the types of navigational aids that training at the 
bases is correspondingly complicated. In short, the air base structure is enor 
mously more complicated than that which existed in World War II. 

. 7 > * > - . 

There are two other detailed aspects of the problem that I would like to 
mention, and one is that immediately after Pearl Harbor the decision was taken 
by Generals Arnold and Somervell to get construction in place hurriedly. The 
result was that the building of more solid types of housing at the air bases was 
discontinued and a short-lived housing was built. While this decision was cor- 
rect at the time, we are now paying the penalty for the short life of the 
construction. 

The other is that in developing all of the related program data for the projects 
included in this appropriation request the Air Force was guided by the criteria 
for military construction issued by the Department of Defense in December 1950. 
In this connection, I would like to quote from a message to all major commands 
issued by General Twining last January: 

“Every effort must be exerted to conserve construction man-hours, materials, 
and transportation. You are directed to insure that all construction and re- 
habilitation be on a strict austerity and functional basis to meet the mission. 
No frills, adornment, decorative refinements, elaborate recreational facilities, or 
other nonessentials are to be allowed. The Inspector General of the Air Forcé 
has been directed to give special attention to these matters.” 


+ * * * * * * 


T want to conclude by making the point to the comittee that this request for 
public works appropiration is an attempt on the part of the Air Force to start 
toward the building of the kind of base structure it needs. I want to reemphasize 
to the committee that these estimates represent only a part of the Air Force's 
authorized 95-wing public-works program—and are designed to provide— 

Modernized air bases on a minimum requirement basis to serve the strategic, 
tactical, and air defense missions; and only the most essential support facilities 
to serve these three front-line operations of the Air Force. 

> * > « * * 

I, therefore, urge the committee to approve the full amount appropriated for 
the Department of the Air Force in H. R. 5650 plus the $161,274,450 required for 
laundry and cleaning plants, and for Olmsted Air Force Base, and to cover the 
estimated cost of construction. 


RESTORATION OF HOUSE REDUCTION 


Secretary Frvuerrer. Public Law 155 of the present Congress, 
which is the authorization act, authorizes $3.548 billion. In our re- 
quest for appropriations in accordance with that authorization, the 
request we made to the House subcommittee, we asked for an appro- 
priation of $2.403 billion, and the House appropriated $2.112 billion. 

Now, of this reduction in appropriations, $102,300,000 was included 
in the Department of Defense Appropriation Act which was passed 
by the House and sent to the Senate on October 5, and for that reason 
it was not considered by the committee in its consideration of the Air 
Force’s budget request, so that eut off $102,300,000 from what we were 
asking. That left $2.301 billion. 
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RALEIGH-DURHAM AIR FORCE BASE, N. C. 


Now, there was a reduction from that of $190.3 million, which was 
made up of the following items: $29,073,000, which was a reduction 
to the Raleigh-Durham base, where we were going to house some of 
our units; $3,495,450 for certain laundry and cleaning plants; $7,779,- 
000 reductitis in funds for Olmsted Air Force Base; and a general 
over-all reduction of $150,000,000 which was cut out of the Corps of 
Engineers estimates. 

What I am asking the committee for is to restore all of those items 
I have just read except the Raleigh-Durham base, which has not been 
authorized. 

Senator Corpor. How much was that ? 

Secretary Fixuerrer. The Raleigh-Durham base was $29,075,000. 

Now, what this all adds up to is we are asking for what the House 
passed, namely, $2.112 billion, plus $161 million plus, or roughly 
speaking, $2,273,000,000, 

Senator Corvon. Was that $150,000,000 a part of the engineers’ 
best estimates of construction costs, so that it was at best only an 
estimate—the reduction may well be absorbed in the actual construc- 
tion, and it might go four or five times as much ? 

Secretary Finuerrer. I think that that is probably correct, Senator ; 
yes. 
* Senator Corpvon. That is our experience we have had before. 
Secretary Finterrer. I would not contest that, Senator. 


LAUNDRY AND DRY-CLEANING PLANTS 


Senator Etitenper. You say you are also asking for restoration of 
$3,495,450 for laundry and ¢ ‘leaning plants ¢ 

Secretary Frxuerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ex..enver. Did you take note of what the House said in 
respect of that item in its report ¢ 

Secretary Frxterrer. Yes, sir; we have considered that, and I have 
here General Timberlake, who is in charge of installations, who can 
go into detail on all of these matters. 

Senator Corpon. Do you happen to have the page in the House 
report ¢ 

Senator Ettenper. The laundry items appear on page 521. 

General Asensio. It is on page 208 of the House report. 

Senator Exitenper. The House cut 35 percent of the amount you 
set out for these laundry and dry-cleaning plants, and suggested that 
you resurvey the matter. 

Now, in reaching the figure that you have submitted to the Con- 
gress, did you make a survey of the facilities in and about these 
air bases before you concluded that it was necessary to build these 
laundries and cleaning plants? 

Secretary Frnterrer. Will you answer the question ? 

General Towsertakr. We had previously made that survey, and 
our criteria in establishing these laundries was only to establish them 
where there were not available facilities. 

Senator Etienper. Well, you are familiar, of course, with the Lake 
Charles facility there? 








Ss SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


General Treertake. Yes, sir; I have a man who is familiar with 
that, sir. 

Senator Evtenper. What size force will you have this time, in 
contrast to what you had previously ? 

General Troweertake. Mr. Fairhurst, we are talking about Lake 
Charles, and will you explain our analysis of the situation at Lake 
Charles? 

Mr. Farruvrst. I am Mr. Fairhurst of the Air Staff. 

Senator Evtenper. Did you understand my question ? 


LAKE CHARLES AIR FORCE BASE, LA. 


Mr. Farruvrst. Yes,sir. The facility for Lake Charles, we planned 
for a 5,000-man laundry and dry-cleaning plant to serve two bases, 
and that will be Lake Charles and another station about 60 miles 
from there, with a total population of 9,700 military personnel. 

Senator ELtenper. What other base is that? Alexandria? 

Mr. Farruvrst. That is at Alexandria; that is right, sir. 

Senator E.tenper. Now, how does the number of people at these 
two bases compare with what you had during World War II? 

Mr. Farruvurst. I do not have that information at first-hand. 

Senator ELtenper. You did not put up any laundries during World 
War IT, did you? 

Mr. Farruvrst. During World War IT we were served by an Army 
station in that area. 

Senator Exxtenper. It was done, though, by local laundries? Is 
that not right? 

Mr. Farruvrst. No, sir, it was done by an Army station at Camp 
Polk. 

Senator E.itenper. That is not my information. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to submit for the record some information to the effect that 
the contract was given to some local person, who in turn subcontracted 
to laundries in Lake Charles and in Alexandria and Leesville, and 
various other little communities around there, and that it was not 
necessary to build one. 

Mr. Famuvrst. I believe I can partially explain that with this 
statement: On the average base, we have two types of contracts, one 
for Government work on a Government-negotiated contract to the 
lowest bidder, and the other through the exchange activities as a con- 
cession. 

Now, at every base we usually have both types of contract arrange- 
ments, one for Government property and Government contracts, 
negotiated through our purchasing and contracting officers, and the 
exchange activity, also. 

Senator Ettenper. Did you have a laundry and a cleaning plant at 
Camp Polk? 

Mr. Farruvursr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Exiienper. Is it there now? 

Mr. Farruursr. The Department of the Army—-I have no inform- 
ation as to their plans on utilization of Camp Polk at the present time, 

Senator Extinenper. Well, Camp Polk is being utilized now, is it not % 

Mr. Fatruvurst. But I have no information as to what their laundry 
program is. 
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Senator Exttenper. Why did you not, since that laundry did the 
work during World War II, why did you not inquire as to whether or 
not you could enter into the same contract that you had during World 
War IT, and not come in here and saddle us with another $500,000 for 
building one at Lake Charles? Can you answer that? 

Mr. Farruvrst. At the moment, no sir. 

Senator Exienper. | will ask that you look into it as soon as you 
can. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a brief statement regarding 
this matter, and submit some substantiating data. 


LAUNDRY AND DRY-CLEANING PLANTS 


The Air Force has requested inclusion in the second supplemental 
appropriation bill, 1952, of the sum of $9,987,000 to construct 11 new 
laundries and 12 new dry-cleaning plants at various Air Force bases 
within the pontinents il United States. 

The House adopted the recommendation of its Appropriations Com- 
mittee, H. R. Report No. 1110, page 208, reducing these funds by 
35 percent, but failed to specify how the reduction should be applied 
to the Air Force program for these new plants. However, the House 
committee did “instruct” the Air Force to resurvey its requirements 
for laundering and cleaning plants and to make expenditures for such 
purposes— 
only where they are absolutely necessary. 

One of the new laundry and dry-cleaning plants proposed by the 
Air Force would be located in the State of Louisiana at the Lake 
Charles Air Force Base and would be designed to serve also the Alex- 
andria Air Force Base. The Air Force has requested an appropria- 
tion of $541,000 to construct this plant primarily on the basis, as stated 
in its justifications to the House committee—Hearings on Military 
Public Works Appropriations for 1952, page 524—that— 
commercial facilities in that area are not available or are inadequate to handle 
the combined workload of these two bases. 


COMMUNICATIONS IN OPPOSITION 


Mr. Chairman, I have received a great number of communications 
from launderers and dry cleaners in my State bitterly opposing this 
proposal of the Air Force. My constituents maintain unequivocally 
that, contrary to what the Air Force has advised the House committee 
in its justification, that commercial facilities for the rendering of these 
services to these Air Force bases are entirely and completely adequate. 
I have before me a number of these communications to which I would 
like to direct the committee’s attention, and to have inserted in the 
record, 

I should also like to say that I understand that there exists similar 
opposition to Air Force proposals for the construction of new laundry 
and dry-cleaning plants in other areas, including areas served by other 
members of this committee, such as the States of Arizona and Cali- 
fornia, and I invite the attention of Senators Hayden and Knowland 
to these matters. 
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To my mind, this situation presents an excellent example of how 
potentialities for serious damage to private small businesses can creep 
into large defense appropriations. The launderers and dry cleaners, 
who are typical of small businesses, are to be commended for their 
vigilance in the matter, for otherwise these facts would not have 
been brought to our attention. 

I believe that the Air Force goes too far in this matter when, 
apparently without a thorough investigation of the local situation or 
any investigation at all, it concludes that commercial facilities are 
not adequate to handle its requirements for laundering and dry clean- 
ing. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 


Accordingly, I propose that : 

1. The Air Force request for an appropriation in the sum of $541,- 
000 for the construction of a new laundry and dry-cleaning plant at 
the Lake Charles Air Base in Louisiana be stricken from H. R. 5650, 
and 

2. That H. R. 5650 be amended to include a provision—the text of 
which I will be glad to suggest—which would deny funds appro- 
priated by the present Congress for the construction of Government 
laundry and dry-cleaning plants unless the Secretary of Defense cer- 
tifies, after investigation of the facts, that the necessary laundering 
and dry-cleaning services are not obtainable from regular commercial 
sources. 

Such an amendment would merely implement the general policy of 
Congress and the often-stated objective of this committee to make 
maximum use of civilian services whenever practicable. Large defense 
appropriations should not provide a vehicle for disruption or ruin 
of our small businesses. 

Chairman McKetxiar. The information you have furnished will be 
inserted in the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1062 


No part of the funds made available by this act, or any other act of the present 
Congress shall be used for the construction, replacement, or reactivation of any 
laundry or dry-cleaning facilities in the United States, its Territories or posses- 
sions, as to which the Secretary of Defense does not certify, in writing, after 
consultation with representatives of the laundry and dry-cleaning industry af- 
fected, that the services to be furnished by such facilities are not obtainable from 
comercial sources. 


LAKE CHARLES, La., October 11, 1951. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Advised that Air Force requesting laundry and dry-cleaning plant to handle 
Lake Charles base. We understood contract was to be let after survey of facili- 
ties, financial status, and community standing was taken into consideration. 
Our bid showed liquid assets over $200,000 with no incumbrance. Three plants 
in this area controlled by us fully competent to handle laundry and dry cleaning 
for Lake Charles base at reasonable prices comparable with those charged at 
Camp Polk, La. We were notified contract awarded City Valet and Cleaners 
with no survey made. Our plants capable of handling 6 to 7 thousand dollars’ 
weekly additional volume working 8-hour day. Considerable more with 16-hour 
Also have commitments from other plants this area to assist if necessary. 

LAKE Stpe LAUNDRY, 
R. L. CLiNne, Jr. 


day. 
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Jennines, La., October 11, 1951. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. ¢ 
Please protest appropriation for laundry at Lake Charles, La 
City LAUNpDky, 
CLyDp LEGER. 


LAKE CHARLES, La., October 11, 1951 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Scnate, Washington, D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the city 
of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base, giving good 
service and at reasonable price if we are just given the opportunity. 

HARMON’S CLEANERS. 


LAKE CHARLES, La., October 11, 1951 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the city 
of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base, giving good 
service and at reasonable price if we are just given the opportunity. 

MONARCH CLEANERS 


LAKE CHARLES, La., October 11, 1951 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the city 
of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base, giving good 
service and at reasonable price if we are just given the opportunity. 

New Way CLEANERS 


LAKE CHARLES, LaA., October 11, 1951. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the city 
of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base, giving good 
service and at reasonable price if we are just given the opportunity. 

Assuwnro CLEANERS 


LAKE Cuar_es, La., October 11, 1951. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, Washington D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the 
city of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base, giving 
good service and at a reasonable price if we are just given the opportunity. 

VoGuE CLEANERS, 





LAKE CHARLES, La., October 11, 1951. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, e 
United States Senate, Washington D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the 
city of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base, giving 
good service and at a reasonable price if we are just given the opportunity. 

IMPERIAL CLEANERS. 
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LAKE CHARLES, LA., October 11, 1951. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, Washington D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the 
city of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base, giving 
good service and at a reasonable price if we are just given the opportunity. 

VINCENT CLEANERS. 


LAKE CHArtgEs, La., October 11, 1951. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate, Washington D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the 
city of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base, giving 
good service and at a reasonable price if we are just given the opportunity. 

Broap STreet LAUNDRY. 


JenNINGS, La., October 11, 1951. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Please protest appropriation for laundry and dry cleaning. Lake Charles Air 
Base facilities are adequate in surrounding Lake Charles area for handling 


laundry and dry cleaning at reasonable price. 
Brovussarp LAUNDRY, 


O. W. Broussarp, Proprietor. 


— 


ALEXANDRIA, La., October 11, 1951. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Existing facilities adeqate to handle laundry and dry cleaning for personnel 
at Alexandria Air Base and Lake Charles Air Base. No survey made by Army 
or Air Force in this area. Installation Government-operated plant at Lake 
Charles unnecessary. 

BLACKMAN LAUNDRY AND CLEANERS, 
W. W. BLacKMAN, Sr. 


ALEXANDRIA, La., October 11, 1951. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Existing facilities adeqate to handle laundry and dry cleaning for personnel 
at Alexandria Air Base and Lake Charles Air Base. No survey made by Army 
or Air Force in this area. Installation Government-operated plant at Lake 
Charles unnecessary. 

FreENcH UNIQUE LAUNDRY AND CLEANERS, 
J. EArt Rusa. 





LAKE CHARLES, LA., October 11, 1951. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the city 
of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base giving good 
service and at a reasonable pice if we just given the opportunity. 

AcmE Dry CLEANERS. 
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ALEXANpDrRIA, LA., October 11, 1951. 
The Honorable ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Senator From Louisiana, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We urge your opposition to the proposed construction of a laundry and clean- 
ing plant in Lake Charles to handle the needs of the personnel of the Alexandria 
Air Force base. With our present capacity we can guarantee to satisfactorily 
handle both the present and future needs of this base at very reasonable prices. 

ALEXANDRIA STEAM LAUNDRY, INc., 
Witt HocneauM, President. 





LAKE CHARLES, LA., October 11, 1951. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We have ample up-to-date machinery for laundry and dry cleaning in the city 
of Lake Charles to take care of all Army work from our air base giving good 
service and at a reasonable price if we just are given the opportunity. 

RysiskKI CLEANERS. 


Crow.ey, LA., October 11, 1951. 
Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Louisiana Laundry Owners and Cleaners Association desire to register a 
protest against the building of the laundry in Lake Charles, La., by the Govern- 
ment which laundry will be owned and operated by the Government. Adequate 
facilities in Lake Charles and vicinity are now available and sufficient to handle 
all laundry at a very reasonable price. The various laundries in Lake Charles 
and vicinity have large investments and Government competition is unfair to 
the private-owned laundries, 

Mrs. H. Supwiscuer, President. 


ALEXANDRIA, La., October 11, 1951. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Urge you vigorously protest plan of armed services to expend approximately 
one-half million dollars in erection of laundry and dry-cleaning plant at Lake 
Charles Air Base, purportedly to service personnel at Lake Charles and Alex- 
andria. We understand proposed expenditure is justified on basis their survey 
reveals existing commercial facilities Alexandria and Lake Charles inadequate. 
We have no knowledge of such survey being conducted in Alexandria and are 
confident commercial establishments here fully able to serve all personnel— 
present and future—to be stationed at Alexandria Air Base. Camp Polk already 
being adequately serviced by commercial firms, supplementing quartermaster 
taundry already there. 

Grove STAFFORD, 
President, Alerandria Chamber of Commerce. 





ALEXANDRIA, La., October 11, 1951. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Senator from Louisiana, 
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Our entire membership urges your opposition of the construction of a cleaning 
and laundry plant to serve the air bases at Alexandria and Lake Charles. We 
have more than adequate existing facilities to serve the needs of the Alexandria 
Air Base even after expansion and any one of several members would be glad 
to contract to handle this work at very reasonable prices. 

CENTRAL LOUISIANA CLEANERS AND LAUNDRY ASSOCIATION, 
WILTON FreMAUX, Secretary-Treasurer. 
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ALEXANDRIA, La., October 13, 1951. 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Retel October 12. Have conferred with officials of French Unique Cleaners 
& Laundry, Alexandria Steam Laundry, and Blackman’s Cleaners & Laun- 
dry on their ability to handle cleaning and laundry for 5,000 members of Armed 
Forces. They are confident satisfactory contractual arrangements can be ar- 
ranged with the Armed Forces if officials of the services will contact them. 
These leading laundries and cleaners have indicated their willingness to add 
crews to handle the increased volume even if it means employing another shift. 
We are confident if the Armed Forces sincerely desire to make satisfactory ar- 
rangements with commercial concerns same can be arranged with minimum of 
difficulty if officials of the above concerns are contacted. Suggest you urge sur- 
vey team discuss problem with these firms. Your cooperation and assistance is 


’ 


appreciated. 
GROVE STAFFORD, 


President, Alexandria Chamber of Commerce 


ALEXANDRIA, LA., October 13, 1951. 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER: 

Retel ours October 11. This will confirm that we will individually guarantee 
all laundry and cleaning services for the anticipated 5,000 men at Alexandria 
Army Air Base. Any additional personnel can be handled by existing capacity 
in this immediate area. 

ALEXANDRIA STEAM LAUNDRY, INC., 
Witt Hocnraum, President. 


Crow ey, La., October 13, 1951. 
Sen. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Following laundries can handle work in excess of present work in S-hour dav: 
Broad Street Laundry, Lake Charles, $1,000; Home Service Laundry, Lake 
Charles, $500; Home Ideal Laundry, Lake Charles, $2,000; Lake Side Laundry, 
$6,000; T. & P. Laundry, Sulphur, $1,000; Broussard Steam Laundry, Jennings, 
$5,000 ; De Ridder Steam Laundry, De Ridder, $500; Crowley Laundry, Crowley, 
$1,000; Blues Steam Laundry, Lafayette, $2,000; Hub City Laundry, Lafayette, 
500; Home Steam Laundry, Lafayette, $500; Romero & Montgomery, Lafayette, 
$500. This is within a radius of 70 miles. Suflicient existing capacity to 
handle all laundry and cleaning needs of 5,000 men at Alexandria Army Air 
Base. Weekly increases with existing facilities can be handled by the following 
plants: Alexandria Steam Laundry, $5,000; Blackman’s Laundry and Cleaners, 
$2,500; French Unique Cleaners & Laundry, $2,500; and 15 smaller plants 
ean easily handle $10,000 combined. There is available cleaning plant owned 
by Blackman’s and French Unique in Camp Polk with 35,000 weekly capacity 
not operated since April 1 due to lack of volume. There are 54 cleaning plants 
in area not mentioned above. R. L. Cline, Sr.. owner Lake Side Laundry, will 
guarantee all work to be handled for Lake Charles. Will Hockbaum, owner, 
Alexandria Steam Laundry, will guarantee all additional work for Alexandria 
area. We do not need a Government laundry. 

LOUISIANA LAUNDRY AND CLEANING ASSOCIATION, 
Mrs. H. Supwiscuer, President. 





ALEXANDRIA, LA., October 13, 1951. 


Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Senator from Louisiana, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Retel October 12, this will confirm that there is more than sufficient existing 
capacity to handle all laundry and cleaning needs for 5,000 men at Alexandria 
Army Air Base. Weekly increases with existing facilities can be handled by 
the following plants: Alexandria Steam Laundry, $5,000; Blackman’s Laundry 
& Cleaners, $2,500; French Unique Cleaners & Laundry, $2,500; and 15 other 
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smaller plants can easily handle $10,000 combined. There is also available clean 
ing plants owned by Blackman’s and French Unique in Catup Polk with $5,000 
weekly capacity not operated since April 1 due to lack of volume. This volume 
will be guaranteed by these plants. A survey of plants in this area by the 
Government will be welcomed. 
CENTRAL LOUISIANA CLEANERS & LAUNDRY ASSOCIATION, 
WILTON FrReMAUX, Secretary-Treasurer. 


NEW LAUNDRY AT LAKE CHARLES AIR FORCE BASE, LA 


Senator Ex.enper. Personally, I can see no reason for spending 
the $500,000 at Lake Charles for the building of a new laundry when 
during World War II that was not necessary, and they have the same 
facility there, and probably there will be fewer people there this time. 
But yet there is a requirement to build a laundry and a cleaning plant 
at Lake Charles. 

Senator KNow.anp. I think we ought to go beyond that, and have 
the services explore where there is either a naval or an air or a military 
establishment with laundry facilities, and the other services have an 
establishment nearby, if they cannot under unification use those facili- 
ties without encumbering us with an additional capital investment of 
that kind. 

Senator ELLenper. My only reason for bringing up Lake Charles is 
because of the facts that I have at hand. 

Senator KNow.anp. I think it is a good point. 

Chairman McKe tar. I am sure the Department will be glad to 
furnish that. 

Secretary Frncerrer. We will submit that information, and I would 
like to say that it is our policy to do exactly what Senator Knowland 
has said, and we welcome this specific examination into this particular 
point, and we wil] furnish the additional information. 

(The information referred to appears on pp. 26 to 31.) 

Senator Corvon. With that ought to go the additional information 
as to whether there has been any attempt to get those facilities, where 
they are inadequate, put in by private persons, and let private capital 
carry that capital investment if it can. 

Senator ELLeNper. You do know that Camp Polk has been reacti- 
vated; do you not? 

Mr. Farruvurst. Yes, sir; but I do not know the status of it. 

Senator Eitenper. Why did you not look into it before you put in 
this bid for Lake Charles? 

Mr. Farruvrst. At the time when this program was initiated, sir, 
the time element, as well as Army plans at that time, we did not have 
advance information available from the Quartermaster General of 
the Department of the Army. 

Secretary Finterrer. The Senator’s point is absolutely correct, and 
it must be examined, and we will examine it. 

Senator ELLenper. If it was done that way during World War II, 
why certainly you can do it just as well, if not better, now. 

Chairman McKetzar. I am sure the Secretary will give us the in- 
formation or have it done. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

Information requested concerning the laundry and dry-cleaning plant at Lake 
Charles, La., is being submitted under separate cover. Following is the addi- 
tional information requested in following discussions ; 


90549—H1 = 
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1. Question. “Cannot it be explored to determine, under unification, whether 
Army and/or Navy facilities could be utilized without additional capital invest- 
ment?” 

Answer. “This has been done continuously during the last 3 years through 
representation on the Laundry Task Force to the Management Committee, OSD. 
The Air Force is not requesting laundry and dry-cleaning plants where service 
can be obtained from Army or Navy bases.” 

2. Question: “Has there been any attempt to get private business and private 
capital to carry the capital investment if possible?” 

Answer: “This is not economically feasible under normal conditions. Indus- 
try could not be expected nor requested to make sizable investments in equip- 
ment and expansion when no assurance can be given any individual firm that 
the Government will procure service from that individual. Legislation requires 
that Government contracts for laundry and dry-cleaning service be let on a com- 
petitive-bid basis. The firm interested in serving Air Force bases may not be 
the low bidder.” 


BASIS OF MILITARY PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 


Secretary Frnuerrer. If I may move on, now, Mr. Chairman, to 
page 2 of my statement. 

The whole authorization that we are asking for, that is, the whole 
$3.543 billion, is necessary to carry out the 95-wing construction pro- 
gram, and I want to emphasize that point. The appropriations 
which we are asking, therefore, will not complete the base structure 
necessary for the effective operation and deployment of the 95-wing 
force, and I want to lay special emphasis on that statement that I have 
just made. 

We do believe that we could have obligated the entire amount of 
the $3.543 billion within the fiscal year 1952. However, during the 
various reviews—— 

Senator Corvon. May I interrupt you? I do not understand your 
statement. Your statement here is that “The whole authorization is 
necessary to carry out the 95-wing construction program.” And then 
you say the appropriations for the current fiscal year will not complete 
the base structure necessary for the effective operation of the 95 
wings. Do you mean by “appropriations of the current fiscal year,” 
appropriations already made? 

Secretary Finuerrer. No, sir; the ones we are asking for. The en- 
tire $3.543 billion, which is the subject of the authorization act, is 
necessary for the 95-wing force, and what I am trying to explain is 
why we have asked for less. The reason we did that is because of these 
reviews that took place, as I say in my statement, Senator, within 
the Department of Defense and the Bureau of the Budget; and on the 
basis of spreading the impact of some of the major elements of the 
yrogram over a longer period than 1 year, and not have the whole 
oo fall in 1 year, it was decided to take a calculated risk in 
delaying the completion of the necessary bases by asking only for 
the figure of $2.273 billion of appropriations at this time, instead of 
asking for the whole amount. 

Senator Corpon. You could not have done it all in the current fiscal 
year if you had the money. 

’ Secretary Frnvterrer. That is just the point. We could obligate 
within the current fisal year, had we made our plans along those lines. 

Senator Corvon. You would have obligated for all of those laun- 
dries without a careful understanding of whether you needed to spend 


the money ¢ 





a ete. nr 
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Secretary Frnuerrer. Well, sir, we would have made mistakes, 
unquestionably, and I do not say for a minute that any request that 
we are making has not mistakes in it, but I am saying that this has 
been subject to a pretty careful review, and I will be very glad to 
explain what that is. 

Vithin the Department of Defense itself, the original requests 
come in from the commands, and they are screened by the Air Staff, 
and then they have to go through the Comptroller’s office of the Secre- . 
tary of Defense. But we called in additional outside civilians to 
come in and have a look at it, and they recommended certain reduc- 
tions. 

The Department of Defense also called in outside civilians to look 
at it, and in particular that was Mr. Madigan, of Madigan & High- 
land, the consulting engineers, a New York firm. 

Then when it gets by the check in the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, it goes through the Budget Bureau, which also goes through 
all of these things, trying to catch exactly the sort of thing that 
Senator Ellender has spoken about. 

Then after that, it goes before the authorization committees of the 
House and Senate, and it has now been through those two, as well as 
through the House Appropriations Committee. 

So what I am saying, sir, is that we really are subjecting this pre- 
sentation and have subjected it to a good deal of careful checking, and 
I want to repeat that mistakes are inevitable, and I am not yet sure 
that this laundry one is a mistake, and my point is that we have got 
to examine it. 


DUPLICATION WITH REGULAR BILL 


Senator Haypen. Mr. Chairman, I think it ought to be made clear 
for the record that there was nothing in the regular appropriation 
bill for the Air Force, which is now in conference and [ assume the 
conference report will be taken up today, that covered this construc- 
tion program. 

Secretary Fryuerrer. That is right. 

Senator Hayven. There is no duplication between the regular an- 
nual appropriation bill and the request that you are making here? 

General Asens10. No, sir, there is not; and as a matter of fact, the 
Senate and the House have in the appropriation bill $102,300,000 for 
projects that had to be continued, and for which an early require- 
ment for the funds existed. That has been deducted by the House 
in the House report, as shown on page 208. But that is all that is 
in the regular appropriation. 

Senator Hiri. The truth is, at the time the regular appropriation 
bill passed both Houses, the authorization bill for these bases had not 
been enacted into law; is that true? 

General Asensio. That is correct. 

Senator Corvon. Well, may I ask you to turn back here to see what 
is in controversy? I believe you state $102,300,000 has already been 
appropriated, so you do not need to worry about that. 

Secretary Fincerrer. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. There is $29,000,000 that we cannot appropriate 
because it is not authorized as an authorized base, and we can pass 
that one. 
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Now, you have $131,000,000 of a reduction, and there is this ques- 
tion of laundries you want to go into, and you say that is $3.495 mil- 
lion. That is the base that you left out, and the laundry item of 
$3.495 million and you want to look into that. Now, you have got- 
ten $7,779,000 that you feel you ought to have, and then the $150,000,- 
000, that is all. 

Secretary Finierrer. That is it. 

Senator Corpon. And of the $150,000,000, the House takes the posi- 
tion that they have cut down on the Corps of Engineers’ estimates, 
which they thought were high, and which may have been high or may 
not have been high, but in any event it was only an estimate for con- 
struction, the exact kind and class of which is subject to change as the 
plans and specifications are made, is that not right ¢ 

Secretary Finterrer. That is correct. 

Senator Corvon. I do not think that there is much at ‘issue. 

Secretary Frxuerrer. I do not think that there is much at issue; 
no. 
Senator Corvon. I think if you took the House figure, you would 
not be hurt. 

Secretary Finverrer. I think it might be useful, and I do not want 
to take the committee’s time, but I think it might be useful if I make 
a quick run-through. 

Senator Corpon. I just wanted to know what we had in conflict, 
and I will not interrupt you any more now, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Finverrer. I can skip down now to the middle of page 3, 
because I have made the point that we need the whole amount, and we 
are asking for this lesser amount in order to spread the impact. 

Now I am in the middle of page 3 

We have to look at the whole $3.5 billion if we are going to find 
out whether the Air Force’s current program is a correct one. I point 
out again that I have some hesitation and did have, and I have al- 
ways had some hesitation in recommending the lower figure, but I am 
not raising the question at this time. 

Now, on page 4. The amount that we are asking is large, and it 
must therefore be carefully scruitinized. To understand the pro- 
gram, we must relate these public works to the uses to which they are 
going to be put. 

It is important to understand that all of these installations are 
intended to serve the three basic end products of the Air Force, 
namely, the strategic air operation, the air defense operation, and 
the tactical air operation. Of course, there are many other opera- 
tions of the Air Force which are served by these installations, but they 
are all supporting functions, and they are all in aid of the three front- 
line operations of the Air Force to which I have referred, and we 


have to look at these functions. 
STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 


I want to lay special emphasis on the strategic air operations. The 
Strategic Air Command has been assigned one of the most diffieult 
tasks in the history of modern warfare, and the complexities of this 
operation are immense. The Strategic Air Command requires ade- 
quate bases for operation in terms of the runways and the refueling 
facilities, which must be progressively modernized as soon as practica- 
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ble. Facilities must be adequate to handle the tremendously complex 
operational training requirements of the new machines; but over and 
above that are the supporting facilities, and these must be adequate 
to take care of the people who fly the machines. Then there is also 
the question of the value of these bases, which no one can foresee, but 
which will exist in the event that this Stratigic Air Command has 
tobe used. ‘The existing base structure of the Strategic Air Command 
must be improved and we must increase the number of bases. And I 
want to say that we do feel this one deeply: We have got to have the 
bases. 

Senator Hix. When you were here last fall, you emphasized above 
everything else the need for these bases, did you not, Mr. Secretary, 
as I reeall your testimony, you and General Vandenberg both. 

Secretary Frnuerrer. As I shall say later on, we feel that we are 
doing pretty well on the airplanes, that is to say, the machines that we 
fly, and the training of the men that fly them; but we really feel we 
are behind on this base structure, and I have said that several times 
to this committee, and I want to reiterate it. 

The base structure is something that we are seeking to create, one 
which is adequate for the purpose, and which has to serve a tremen- 
dously important function. This base structure requires bases with- 
in the continental United States and in foreign countries. 


AIR DEFENSE COMMAND 


Now, the Air Defense Command has exactly the same problem of 
bases, but here the main point is the so-called squadron deployment. 
As a technical operating faet, we have to get these interceptors off the 
ground in a hurry, in the event of an attack, and that means that we 
have te have squadron deployment, that is, one squadron on a base, 
and we do not quite achieve that under this program, but that is the 
basic purpose of the program insofar as the air defense set-up is 
concerned. We are none too happy about our ability to knock down 
attacking bombers, and therefore I have no hesitation in recommend- 
ing to you this squadron deployment for the Air Defense Command. 


rACTICAL ATR BASES IN EUROPE 


Now, the tactical air situation is a little bit different, because that 
really ties into the NATO set-up, and because the main use of the 
tactical air operation is going to be in the defense of Europe, and in 
the occupation forces in Japan as long as they are there, and there is 
a relatively small amount in here for our share of the tactical air bases 
in Europe. 

Senator Corpor. How much is it ? 

Secretary Finuerrer. (Reply off the record.) 


DIFFERENCE BETWEEN NATO AND AMERICAN AIR FORCE BASES 


Senator Brmers. Now, Mr. Secretary, would you explain, as you 
did before the Armed Services Committee, very clearly the difference 
between an air base which is a NATO air base, and one which is an 
American air base, just so that it will be clear for the record here, be- 
— there have been questions asked by members of this committee 
about it. 
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Secretary Frvterrer. Well, sir, in general, Senator Bridges, the idex 
is that an American air base is limited to solely United States opera- 
tions but when you come to a NATO operation, it is a mixed, inter- 
national operation in the tactical defense of Europe, and therefore, 
those are NATO bases as opposed to being straight United States 
bases. 

Senator Brivers. And as a rule, to make it doubly clear, the strate- 
gic air bases are American bases? 

Secretary Fryuerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brivées. And the tactical air bases are generally a NATO 
operation ¢ 

Secretary Finuerrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corvon. How many United States bases are included here? 

Secretary Frnuerrer. I have to jump to a later point in my state- 
ment. I come to the numbers later. 

Senator Hayven. I would like to make one suggestion : that if these 
bases are to be located, in this record, we had better allow the Secre- 
tary to revise it before he makes it public. 

Secretary Frnterrer. I would like to have an opportunity to review 
the record to see to it that any information whieh should be kept out 
is kept out. 

BOMBING RANGES 


Senator Rosertson. I would like to ask the Secretary a question. 

Mr. Secretary, with your present bases and your contemplated 
bases, how many bombing ranges are you going to need along the 
coast of Maine and Florida? 

Secretary Frnterrer. How many what? 

Senator Roserrson. How many bombing ranges. 

Secretary Frvierrer. General Myers is getting that information, 
sir. 

Senator Rozerrson. Well, I hope you have had a chance to read the 
letter I wrote the Secretary of Defense. 

Secretary Frnierrer. I have not seen that letter. 

Senator Rorertrson. I wrote you about this bombing range over 
there off the eastern shore of Virginia, the Myrtle Island base, and 
the lower end of that base takes in the best oyster, clamming, and fish- 
ing grounds over there, and 200 or 300 families are absolutely de- 
pendent upon that area for a livelihood. These are people of small 
means, and they have put all of their money in their boats and equip- 
ment, and they are not trained to do anything else, and there is not 
any other employment there, if they are excluded from these oyster 
grounds. There is about 1,700 acres that have been leased to them by 
the State, and they have spent money in planting small oysters to im- 
prove the yield, and their whole livelihood is dependent. on that. 

I suggested to the Secretary of Defense that possibly there would be 
some way under our unified program of letting the Air Force and 
the Navy use a joint bombing range where concentration of trainees 
was not too great; and that perhaps it might be necessary for the 
President to order some other department which owns land that no- 
body is using, and that would be available for public use, to use that, 
rather than to just go into an area where the local people are depend- 
ent upon the fishery resources, and say, “you are out; this is a national 
emergency, and we are taking it.” 
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Secretary Frxuierrer. You do not need all of this action by the 
President or anything of that sort, and I shall look into this letter 
of yours, which I have not seen, because it is certainly our policy to 
conduct our operations with the minimum disturbance to the local 
community, and anything such as you describe will be looked into very 

sarefully by the Air Force, without the necessity for being asked to 
do so by anybody else. 

Senator Rosertson. General Twining went with me over to see 
this particular area, and he is deeply concerned with it, and he talked 
with the local people and he knows what hardship it is going to be on 
them, and I know he wants to do—and General Vandenberg got him 
to go, since he could not go himself—and he wants to do what he can. 
But he says we have got to have these training areas. 

I suggested, for instance, instead of ruining the private wildlife 
refuge on Mock Island, owned by my friend, T. H. D. Jones of New 
Haven, that he go over there and bomb the ducks and geese on the 
Federal island over there, and let them bomb those owned by the 
Government rather than the private lands. 

The Secretary of the Interior says, “No, you cannot bomb my ducks 
and geese; bomb somebody else’s.”” Now, somebody else said, “Well, 
Pea Island is 13 miles long, and that is good enough. But it is only 
3 miles wide, and they can’t hit within 3 miles, and they have got to 
have 6 miles to drop the bombs down.” And I said, “How are you 
going to hit anybody over in Korea? They do not have 3 miles’ 
leew ay to hit anybody over there.” And they said, “By the time they 
get them to Korea, they will know how to hit them closer than that. 
But when we are training them, we don’t give them but 8 weeks’ train- 
ing, and shoot them right to Korea.” I said, “Why don’t you equip 
the planes with these new radar-aiming devices?” And they said, 
“They don’t know how to operate them.” 

Secretary Finuerrer. I think it was a safety measure, Senator. I 
do not know about the bombing of the ducks, anyway. 

Senator Roperrson. We face a real problem. You take Plumtree 
Island, and there was a big delegation from here, and they said it 
is not wide enough and they have got to take in a lot of oyster and 
fishing grounds around there, and that is a little outside of the historic 
monument, and few visitors we get down there; we make the money 
out of the fine York River oyster, _ of which there is none better. 

Secretary Frvverrer. I am sure that General Twining has this 
under his attention, and proper results are going to come up. 

Senator Ronerrson. He is going to need a little help from above. 

Secretary Frxierrer. He will get the help, I promise you that, 
Senator. 

Senator Ronerrson. Thank you, sir. 

Secretary Frxierrer. Now, I am in the middle of page 7 of my 
statement, with this review. 

I do want to make a brief reference to the support installations. As 
the committee knows, those are the training and logistical and the 
communications and navigational aids, and so on. 

Now, I am not going to go into a description of all of these peucrayh 
tions, and General Timberlake is here for that. I want to make : 
generality, and it is the one I referred to a moment ago in speaking 66 
Senator Hill. That is that we are really, in the Air Force, behind in 
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our installations, both in the United States and abroad, and, as I see it, 
we have got three pillars in the Air Force: We have got the machines, 
we have got the men that fly the machines, and the bases from which 
the machines fly and to which they return. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Secretary Finuerrer. And I repeat again that this is for the 95- 
wing Air Force; and we have been directed, on January 5, 1951, by the 
National Security Council and the Secretary of Defense, to build to 
these 95 wings as rapidly as possible. 

I am now in the middle of page 9. 

There are two major respects in which we are inadequate. The 
first one, as I say, is, we have not got the bases to carry on the three 
fighting operations, and again I want to emphasize this Strategic Air 
Command in this connection. We must have that, and we must have 
the other, because the penalty of failure is too high. 

Senator Corvon. The Strategic Air Command represents the offen- 
sive strength of the Air Force offshore. 

Secretary Finierrer. The thing that will strike at the heart of any 
enemy that might attack us. 


SUPPORT FACILITIES 


Now, at the top of page 10 I say there that we are behind in our 
support facilities, and in particular for the family and troop housing 
and the other living facilities for the accommodation of the men that 
we are taking into the force. And we have been considerably criti- 
cized, I may add, and rightly so, for some of the living conditions that 
we have to put up with. It isn’t adequate for the accommodation of 
the personnel we have now, and of course it is not adequate for the 
accommodation of the forces up to 95 wings. The living conditions 
are definitely very far behind the status of our operational facilities. 
It is often said that when Air Force go to build a base they build the 
strip first and then, when they get the strip, install the refueling and 
that sort of thing, and finally they get around to finding some tents 
for the men to live in—and im a sense that is true. We haven't got 
the benefit of the long period of building up these bases. We are very 
much behind in the facilities, as many members of this committee 
know, who have visited the places where the men are. That is right 
that we should do that, and it was right that we should get ourselves 
operational first. But the fact remains that we are in a very deficient 
condition in living conditions. 


FAMILY HOUSING 


On page 11—I have read with great interest the report of the Pre- 
paredness Subcommittee on Substandard Housing and Rent Gouging 
of military personnel. Even before the end of the war, we recognized 
that the lack of family housing would become the greatest single de- 
terrent to the retention in the service of combat-trained skilled spe- 
cialists. All studies concerning the retention of wartime bases took 
this into account and all surveys for reactivation and expansion of 
bases in the current program give consideration to this factor. We 
have been continuously aware of the serious morale factor created 
by inadequate family housing and the direct result of such conditions 
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upon troop efficiency. In the selection of installations for reactiva- 
tion or expansion, we have considered as a major criterion the avail- 
ability of satisfactory dependents’ housing and have endeavored to 
obtain commitments from local officials guaranteeing that an adequate 
number of livable housing units will be available for dependents. 

Now, I want to say that in what we are asking now we are not 
asking for enough to remedy this situation. This is something that 
I want to call to the attention of this committee. I come now to these 
figures, which 1 think will be very interesting to you. They show 
the relationship of the base structure of the Air Force at the beginning 
of World War II and that which exists at the present time and at 
the war peak. At the war peak the Air Force had 1,933 installations, 
2,411,000 men, and 243 groups. On June 30, 1950, before the current 
build-up began, 1,933 installations had been reduced to 210, and that 
explains some of our difficulties, and the troop strength had gone 
down from 2,411,000 to 411,000, and the groups had been reduced 
from 245 to 48. 

Senator Ronerrson. Now may I interrupt to say that you have 
changed the size of the group in the meantime. 

Secretary Finierrer. To some extent; yes. 

Senator Roperrson. So unless you know exactly how many planes 
are in a group, it doesn’t mean too much to say we have only got 
48 groups. 

Secretary Finietrer. No; but the main increase in the number of 
planes has been in the heavy bombers, and I do not think the fighter 
groups have increased. 


NUMBER OF INSTALLATIONS 


As of June 30, 1951, we had 232 installations, and we are now asking 
for 77 additional bases, and an increase of 309 which will compare 
with the 1,933 which we had at the peak of the war. In men we now 
have about 800,000 in comparison with the 2,411,000 in World War IT. 

Now, these 309 major type installations which are exclusive of 
industrial installations, must be had by June 30, 1952, for the 95- 
wing program. Of this number, 66 need no more money. The other 
243 require major construction caused by expansion of existing bases, 
by reactivated bases, and in some instances by new bases. I want to 
discuss the new bases in a moment. 

We are reactivating 22 old bases. Now, all of the new bases that 
we are asking for are overseas except 6, and the overseas ones obviously 
had to be new, because we didn’t have anything there that we could 
reactivate. Now, we are only asking for 6 entirely new bases within 
the United States. I want to point out, however, that what I mean 
by a new base is an entirely new base, so that if we take an existing 
base, and extend it, and in fact make it almost new, I am not counting 
that as a new base. 

Senator Hix. Because you used that once before. 

Secretary Finietrer. Yes, sir; or some other service used it, 
Senator. 

Senator Sauronstat,. Mr. Finletter, could you tell us out of 
the 1,933 installations during the war, approximately how many of 
those were abroad and how many in this country? Can you give 
us any idea on that? 
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Secretary Frnterrer. I wonder if we might get that information 
for you, and I can supply it later. 

Senator Savronstatt. What I had in mind is that you are now 
building up to 309 bases for 800,000 men in this country, as I get it, 
and most of them are in this country. I was wondering how many 
were in this country for 2,411,000 men, as opposed to how many are in 
this country for 800,000. 

Secretary Frvierrer. I see the importance of what you are asking, 
and may I get that information for you and put it in the record. 

Senator SALTonsTaLL. Yes; you may do that. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

Of the total of 1,933 installations used during World War II, 772 were within 
the United States and 1,161 were overseas. 


NUMBER OF AIR FORCE BASES REQUESTED 


Secretary Fin.terrer. I am now at the bottom of page 12. 

Senator Extenper. Before you go to that, are we to understand 
that with an increased Air Force you are requiring many fewer 
bases / 

Secretary Frnuerrer. That is right. 

Senator Ettenper. That is 309 in contrast to the 1,933? 

Secretary Frnierrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. Could you give us the reason for that? 

Secretary Fin.terrer. I think in the main, Senator, Senator Salton- 
stall has put his finger on the basic explanation for that, and that is 
that during that time, or at the peak of the war in this 1,933 figure, 
we were scattered over two continents, and that a great bulk of our 
bases were of the kind that would now be called NATO bases under 
our present set-up and which represent a very small part of those we 
are asking for. 

Senator Corvon. How many did we have in the United States? 

Secretary Fryierrer. If I can get that information, I think that 
may tend to answer the question. 

Senator Etienper. All right. 


EFFECT OF TECHNICAL ADVANCEMENTS ON CONSTRUCTION 


Secretary Frnterrer. I would like to explain to the committee just 
why certain bases in the United States which were perfectly good for 
World War IT use are not being used by the Air Force today. In 
general it has to do with the change in the performance of modern 
aircraft and particularly this turbojet engine. This engine has created 
entirely different sets of requirements for airplane bases. In the first 

lace, they have longer runways needed for the jets, and the runways 
Sans to be strengthened in order to take the pounding of the heavier 
planes, notably the B-36, and for the B-52 and the B-60, which will 
be coming in to our ferce. Then again, there is the question of fuel 
storage and high-speed refueling equipment systems. The consump- 
tion rates of these modern planes is very much higher m terms of 
fuel, and therefore it requires a much more elaborate storage facility 
and refueling, and more than that the nature of the present opera- 
tion. For example, the Air Defense Command, which requires a 
hair-trigger kind of operation, means that. you have to have high- 
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speed refueling on the base, for if you have a bombing attack coming 
over you can’t wait for some slow method of refueling, you have got 
to get that gas in there fast, and therefore you have to have refueling. 
That same observation, Mr. Chairman, also applies to the strategic 
air operations. 

Senator Corvon. Could not a jet do a better job on a bomber than 
it could on a jet, and if it cannot we are going to be in a fix, judging 
from the record in Korea. 

Secretary Frn.ierrer. The question of altitude comes in there, Sen- 
ator, and also we are moving into the jet field in bombers. The high 
complexity of these electronic and fire-control devices also require 
bigger facilities for individual and combat crew training, and this 
has put an increased demand on our training command. Also all 
sorts of new equipment such as the flight-simulating trainers which 
the committee is familiar with. Moreover it is a fact that we now 
have to have an all-weather capability, Mr. Chairman, not only in the 
air defense where it is perfectly obvious but also in our tactical and 
strategic air operations. The achieving of this capability will re- 
quire more complicated machines to enable us to operate at night and 
in bad weather. 

I am hurrying on here because I don’t want to take too much of the 
committee’s time. 

There is one other point that I would like to mention, and that is 
that the decision which was taken right after Pearl Harbor by Gen- 
eral Somervell to get construction in place hurriedly. That deci- 
sion has affected our present base structure very seriously, with the 
result that the solid type of housing at the air bases was discontinued, 
and short-lived housing was built, that is, the tar-paper shacks and 
that sort of thing which is serving us today. 


CONSTRUCTION BASED ON MINIMUM NEEDS 


The other point is that in developing all of these programs, I tried 
to explain to the committee a short time ago that the Air Force has 
been guided by certain criteria which have been issued by the De- 
partment of Defense in December of 1950, and in this connection I 
would like to quote from a message which was sent to all major com- 
mands by the Vice Chief of Staff, General Twining, last January, 
quote : 

Every effort must be exerted to conserve construction man-hours, materials, 
and transportation. You are directed to insure that all construction and reha- 
bilitation be on a strict austerity and functional basis to meet the mission. 
No frills, adormnent, decorative refinements, elaborate recreational facilities, 
or other nonessentials are to be allowed. The Inspector General of the Air 
Force has been directed to give special attention to these matters. 

Now, I just want to conclude by emphasizing the point that this 
amount that we are requesting is needed subject to such correction, 
Senator, as may result from this examination of the laundry question 
and other matters. 


LAUNDRY CONSTRUCTION 
Senator Exxenper. May I state this, that since we spoke about the 


laundry situation I obtained the information that the laundry at 
Camp Polk is in operation and that it is the same size as it was during 
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World War II, and that at present it is doing the work for the Alex- 
andria Air Force, and this takes up about 3 percent of its total work- 
load. So with the statement from the gentleman who testified a 
moment ago, it strikes me that we can save at least $541,000 on the 
Lake Charles laundry, and I do hope, Mr. Finletter, that you pursue 
with respect to the Lake Charles situation the same as to all other 
laundries that you are providing for, and see to it if you can that the 
laundries in the locality are given a chance to do the work. 

Secretary Finterrer. We will do that. 

Senator E.tenper. It will save a lot of strategic material and at 
the same time assist people in the locality where these facilities are 
built. 

Chairman McKe.iar. Following is statement concerning laundry 
and dry-cleaning plants included in the Air Force fiscal year 1952 
construction appropriation bill: 


STATEMENT CoverING HISTORY AND JUSTIFICATION FOR LAUNDRY AND Dry-CLEANING 
PLANTS, CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES, CONTAINED IN THE Fiscan YEAR 1952 
Pustre Works (APPROPRIATIONS) BIL. 


1. Funds in amount of $9,987,000 are requested to construct 11 laundries 
and 12 dry-cleaning plants of various sizes at Air Force bases within the con- 
tinental United States. 

2. All operating costs of laundry and dry-cleaning plauts are recovered through 
cash collections from individuals and debiting Government agencies at costs. 
These costs include gross civilian and military wages, supplies, utilities and 
utility services, replacement machinery, laundry and power plant building and 
equipment repair and miscellaneous expenses. 

3. Initial costs for buildings and equipment will be amortized within 2.9 
years, based on average Air Force world-wide operations and commerial costs 
during fiscal year 1950. Amortization will be effected from anticipated profits 
plus the savings to the Government for Government property processed at 
Government costs versus average commercial rates in the continental United 
States. 

4. Attached is a detailed statistical sheet showing the location, size, total 
cost, number of shifts to be operated, troop strength to be served and detailed 
workload and cost analysis data for each facility included in the appropriation 
request. 

5. Attached is a listing of ground rules and criteria used in establishing 
requirements. 

6. Attached is a recapitulation of supporting comparative cost and statis- 
tical data. 

7. Attached is recapitulation of fiscal year 1950 Air Force laundry and dry 
cleaning operational data. 

8. Attached is a narrative history and justification for each base where facili- 


ties are requested. 
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GROUND RULE AND CRITERIA APPLIED TO FISCAL YEAR 1952 CONSTRUCTION 


1. Requirements for laundries and dry-cleaning plants are based upon the 
95-wing-base utilization program and the following ground rules and criteria: 

(a) Amortization of initial costs for buildings and equipment within 2.9 years. 

(b) Multishift operation during the expansion period. 

(c) Utilization on an area basis. Normally 100 miles is the maximum 1-day 
distance when considering service-time lags, over-the-road transportation time 
and transportation costs. 

(d) Nonavailability of commercial facilities. 

(e) Nonavailability of other Air Force or Government facilities. 

(f) Where available commercial facilities are inadequate. 

(g) Where satisfactory service cannot be obtained from commercial facilities 
at reasonable cost to the Government and individuals. 

(h) Where most economical source for service for Government property and 
individual bundle work. 

(i) Consolidation of all laundry and dry-cleaning activities as a base-service- 
support function. Formerly, Air Force flying clothing and equipment were ship- 
ped through normal supply channels to “specialized depot plants” within the 
continental United States for cleaning and repair. 


Recapitulation of supporting comparative cost and statistical data 


| Laundry Dry cleaning 





Air Com- | Air Com- 
Force |mercial| Foree |mercial 
| 


— — — - —_—______—_—_— —--- - ——_—__-—— —_—__——| —_—— | —__—_____. 


1. (a) Average weighted piece cost for Government property _....-| $0.107 | $0.184 | $0.42 $0. 54 


(b) Average weighted piece cost for individual bundle work... ._- | 040 150 48 . 60 
2. Net savings per piece, Air Force versus commercial rates | 
Government property . ‘ | 077 -12 
Individual bundle work ll 12 
3. Estimated annual volume of individual bundle work in pieces to be | 
processed in these plants 64, 502, 740 | 7, 279, 051 
4. Estimated annual gross ‘“‘out of pocket’ savings to airmen watnent 
the — of Air Force versus commercial facilities. ....... 7, 095, 301. 40 $873, 486, 12 
Total, laundry and dry cleaning. -. $7, 968, 787. 52 
5. Military population at Air Force bases where these pls ants will be 
available for service we 20). 122 
6. Average annual net “‘out of pocket”’ savings to each airman....-.- me $30. 64 


NARRATIVE HISTORY FOR EACH BASE WHERE LAUNDRY AND DRY-CLEANING 
PLANTS ARE REQUESTED 


imarillo Air Force Base, Tez. 

During World War II this base operated a 10,000 man laundry and dry-cleaning 
plant dut to the inadequacy of nearby commercial facilities. A recent survey of 
commercial facilities in the Amarillo, Tex., area indicated that adequate com- 
mercial facilities are still not available. The current prices charged in that area 
are approximately double the rates charged in Air Force plants. Temporary 
arrangements are being negotiated with commercial facilities in Oklahoma City, 
Okla., a distance of approximately 250 air-miles one way, to obtain necessary 
laundry and dry-cleaning services. 

Lake Charles Air Force Base, La. 

This plant will also serve Alexandria Air Force Base, La., with an additional 
troop strength of 2,689 personnel. Commercial facilities in that area are not 
available or are inadequate to handle the combined workload of these two bases. 
Larson Air Force Base, Wash. 

Adequate commercial facilities are not available within commercial transporta- 
tion distance. The climatic zone and severe winters constitute a hazard to over- 
the-road transportation and continuous year-around service. 

Limestone Air Force Base, Maine 

This plant will also provide services for Presque Isle Air Force Base, Maine. 
Available commercial facilities are inadequate and commercial rates in that 
area are excessive. 
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Mountain Home Air Foree Base, Idaho 

No commercial facilities are available within economical transportation dis- 
tance. Further, due to the climatic zone and severe winters on-base facilities 
are essential to assure availability of years around services. 

Travis Air Force Base, Calif. 

This base is currently utilizing the Air Force laundry at McClellan Air Force 
Base. McClellan Air Force Base is currently serving itself, Castle Air Force 
Base, Hamilton Air Force Base, Mather Air Force Base, and Travis Air Force 
Base, in addition to Army ordnance and quartermaster depots in that geo- 
graphical area. With the activation of Shumaker Air Force Base as an indoctri- 
nation center, the combined workloads in that area are considerably in excess 
of McClellan Air Force Base capabilities to perform this service. Travis Air 
Force Base is more centrally located when considering Hamilton and Shumaker 
Air Force Bases. During the expansion period the requested facilities will 
serve Shumaker and Hamilton Air Force Bases. McClellan Air Foree Base will 
continue to serve itself, Mather Air Force Base, Castle Air Force Base, and the 
Department of Army facilities in that area. The plant at MeClellan Air Force 
Base is a temporary-type construction and will require extensive rehabilitation 
or complete rebuilding within a few years’ period. Long-range planning provides 
that the plant at McClellan Air Force Base will be eventually shut down and 
all bases in the San Francisco Bay area will utilize the facilities of Travis Air 
Force Base. 

Lackland Air Force Base, Tex. 

Lackland Air Force Base is currently utilizing the Quartermaster laundry 
facilities at Fort Sam Houston, Tex. The combined workloads generated by 
Fort Sam Houston, Lackland Air Force Base, as well as other Army and Air 
Force installations in that area, are far in excess to the capabilities of the Fort 
Sam Houston laundry to handle the workload. Commercial laundry facilities 
in the San Antonio metropolitan area are inadequate to absorb the combined 
workload generated by the Air Force bases in that area. The combined Air Force 
population in that area is of such number that construction and operation of 
an Air Force laundry at Lackland Air Force Base is essential to assure con- 
tinuous availability of service and will result in substantial economies to the 
Government. 

Lowry Air Force Base, Colo, 

During World War II Lowry Air Force Base operated on a lease basis one of 
the larger plants in Denver, Colo., due to the inadequacies of the nearby Govern- 
ment facilities and the inability of local commercial industry to satisfactorily 
absorb this workload. The Denver area is one of the highest cost areas in the 
Nation. The expanding program at Lowry Air Force Base is of such scope that 
conditions are similar to those encountered during World War Il. <A quarter- 
master laundry is currently operated at Fitzsimons General Hospital. How 
ever, as a hospital laundry, this plant is not equipped to process the type of 
workload generated by Lowry Air Force Base. 

Vellis Air Force Base, Nev. 

Service is currently received from March Air Force Base, Calif., which is more 
than 250 miles distance one way. Commercial facilities in the Las Vegas, Nev., 
area are inadequate to absorb the workload and provide year-around satisfac- 
tory services. As Las Vegas is a popular national-resort area, commercial rates 
are excessive. 

Scott Air Force Base, Ill. 

Adequate commercial facilities are available in the geographical area when 
considering Belleville, Il, East St. Louis, IL, and St. Louis, Mo. However, to 
assure satisfactory and continuous service, the workload must be apportioned 
to approximately 12 individual plants through negotiation rather than normal 
contract arrangements. Further, Scott Air Force Base is located in a higher- 
than-average cost area and substantial economies will accrue to the benefit of the 
Government and individuals by operating a military plant at this base. 


Sheppard Air Force Base, Tex. 

During World War II this base operated a 20,000-man laundry. Laundry 
facilities have been reactivated through the rehabilitation of this former plant. 
Adequate commercial facilities are not available at reasonable costs to absorb 
the dry-cleaning workload and construction of a dry-cleaning plant is essential. 
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Williams Air Force Base, Ariz. 

Williams Air Force Base currently operates a 5,000-man laundry, which is 
located at the former prisoner-of-war camp at Florence, Ariz., a distance of 
approximately 75 miles one way. The conduction of the plant at this prisoner- 
of-war camp is such that major rehabilitation is required. Commercial facilities 
in this geographical area are insufficient to absorb the workload, and rates are 
excessive. The requested funds provide for the construction of a laundry and 
dry-cleaning plant on the main base and will provide service on an area basis for 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Ariz., and Luke Air Force Base, Ariz. 

Secretary Frnierrer. Mr. Chairman, I want to conclude with one 
statement: We could expend the entire authorized amount of $3.543 
million in the fiseal year 1952 and we are not asking for it. We do 
need what we are asking for for the purpose of getting the 95-wing 
force in operation, and finally, the point that we are sadly behind in 
this whole base structure. It is the weakest part of the Air Force. 

Chairman McKe iar. At this point, I think that there should go 
in the record a telegram addressed to Senator Lyndon Johnson, from 
San Antonio, Tex.: 

Understand that Senate Appropriations Committee will hold hearings next 
week on H. R. 4914, Air Force supplemental construction bill. Will appreciate 
your arranging for Orval Slate, president, San Antonio Laundry and Dry Clean- 
ers Association, to testify in opposition to construction of $1,864,000 laundry 
and dry-cleaning plant at Lackland Air Force Base, which authorization is con- 
tained in the bill passed by the House. Please advise. 

That is signed by Tanner H. Freeman, executive vice president, 
Associated Employers, Inc. 

This is exactly the same as Senator Ellender suggests, and I wish 
that you would take that into consideration and let it be a part of the 
record. 

Senator Roserrson. I would like to ask a question. Senator Rus- 
sell told me this morning that he conducted rather extensive and ex- 
haustive hearings on this bill. How does the bill as represented by 
Senator Russell's committee and passed by the Senate enter into this? 


AUTHORIZATION ACT 


Secretary Finterrer. The authorization act authorizes the expendi- 
ture by the Air Force on these bases of $3.543.,000,000, sir. 

Senator Roperrson. And what is in it 4 

Secretary Fincverrer. That is the act, sir; the House has now appro- 
priated $2,112 million and we are now asking for $161 million to be 
added to the House figure which would bring our request to $2,273 
million plus. That compares with the authorization approved by 
Senator Russell's committee of $3.543 million. 

Senator Roserrson. Then I understand you want to add $162 
million to the House bill and still would be how much below the ree- 
ommendations of the Armed Forces Committee of the Senate ? 

Secretary Finuerrer. That is $1,650 million and is an—— 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Finletter, is it not true that the authori- 
zation bill that Senator Bridges and the military committee approved 
was a total of $5.8 billion for all services, of which it was under- 
stood that $4.5 billion in round figures, if my memory is right, was 
to be put in this year, and $1.5 billion would come forward in another 
year, so that Senator Robertson would not be clear unless he under- 
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stood that only the $4.5 billion was to be asked for this year for all 
three services, and I think that I am correct in that. 

Senator Ronerrson. Ane I read in the paper that the House bill 
carried something over t billion. I do not remember the exact figure. 


HOUSE CUT 


Senator Savronstrat.. If I read Secretary Finletter’s statement cor- 
rectly, $102,300,000 has already been put into the other general ap- 
propriation bill, so that when the House cut $190 million, you are 
asking for a return of $161.2 million to that $190.3 which the House 
cut, isn't that correct ¢ 

General Asensio. The House cut was $292,647,000, so that if you 
subtract the $102,800,000 which is included in the regular appropria- 
tion bill, you get the proper difference. 

Senator Sauronsrauu. So that they actually reduced you only 
$190.3 million of which you ask a return of $161.2 million. 

Secretary Finterrer. That is right. 


JOINT INSTALLATIONS PROGRAM 


Senator SarronstaL.L. Might a ask one more question: In the anu- 
thorization bill which became law or which became Pubhe Law 155, 
there was a title IV. and now I am told that title LV was omitted 
from the requests for appropriations this year, and in that the See- 
retary of the Air Force has $38 million. Now, that is an item that it 
not directly concerned with the Air Foree, and do I understand that 
you are voing to ask for that or not. 

Mr. Dickenson. There is a representative here to testify about that. 

Senator SavronsraLL. What [ am asking the Secretary is, through 
the Air Force that is to be requested, then ¢ 

Secretary Finverrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator SauronsraL.. But that is not included in your $161 mil- 
lion ? 

Secretary Finuerrer. That is correct, 1s it not ? 

General Asensio. Yes, that is correct. 


ADDITIONAL BASES FOR INCREASED AIR FORCE GROUPS 


Senator Hinu. Mr. Secretary, as you recalled in the hearings on the 
regular Armed Forces . Appropri ition bill, we not only thought a good 
deal about additional wings over and above the 95 wings, and now you 
are testifying this morning relates to the needs for these bases in terms 
of the 95 wings, and would you like to make any comment as to the 
needs of these bases if and when the 95 wings are increased ? 

Secretary Frnierrer. Yes, this basic structure which we are now 
asking for will be necessary not only for the 95 wings but for any in- 
crease in wing strength. There would have to be an additional re- 
quest for further authorization and appropriations for public works 
to support the increased Air Force. 

Senator Youne. How many additional bases do you think that you 
would have to have for 148 groups ? 

Secretary Ftnterrer. In general I would say the increase would not 
be proportional, but I can’t give you exact figures at this time, and 
have you got anything on that? 
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General Timpertake. We don’t have an exact program, sir. 

Secretary Fuxterrer. The program is now being worked out in 
connection with the next mains ation bill. 

Senator Hu. The details. 

Secretary Finuerrer. Yes. 

Senator Extenper. Broadening the program, I assume that you are 
going to make a survey of those facilities that are nonexistent and 
have not been reactivated here recently, is that right 

Secretary Fuxierrer. I would like to state, Mr. Chairman, ae I 
think it is the policy of the entire defense establishment, anc that is 
that if a sister service has a facility and we will say the Navy h us a 
facility which the Air Force wants or vice versa, a demand is made 
for that on the other sister service and it is policy under the Depart 
ment of Defense that those facilities must be made available on a 
unified basis, in order to save the additional construction costs, 

Senator Ettenper. Well, in making this survey in contemplation of 
increasing the number of wings, do you inspect the facilities that have 
been put up by another service ‘ 

Secretary Finueirer. Yes, sir; and vice versa. 

Senator Evitenper. The reason I asked about it is that I returned 
yesterday from my home city of Houma, La., where the Navy spent 
millions—I forgot how many—of dollars in building a base facility 
there about 4 miles out. Not that 1 am asking you to put a camp in 
there, but we have splendid runways, 6,500 feet long by 250 feet wide 
and all built out of concrete. Certainly if you can utili ze that and 
save money thereby, I think that you ought to look into it, and the 
same is true of many others not only in Louisiana, but I am sure all 
over the country. 

Secretary Fin cerrer. That is definitely our policy, sir. 

Senator Youne. You might give consideration to North Dakota. 
We don’t have a military base of any kind and we are probably the only 
State that does not have. 1 do not think it is any colder there than 
it is in Korea. 

Chairman McKeriar. Any further questions! Is there anything 
further that you would like to say ¢ 

Secretary Frxverrer. I have nothing further, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKeuar. Any further questions, gentlemen? If not, 
we are much obliged to you, Mr. Secretary. Your statement has 
been very enlightening. 

Senator Hitt. 1 understand General Timberlake has a presenta- 
tion that fits right in and supports the testimony of the Secretary, that 
we have just heard. 

Chairman McKextar. I am just following the list that was given 
me. All right, sir, go ahead. 

General TrweerLaKe. I am General Timberlake, and I am going to 
monitor this presentation. The first thing we would like to do is 
demonstrate to you how these requirements for air bases are built up, 
and how we met those requirements in the selection of the actual air 
bases. This presentation will be relatively short, and it will show just 
exactly how we went about selecting the bases upon which this con- 
struction itself is going to be placed. 

I am going to ask Colonel Riley, of the Office of the Assistant for 
Air Bases, Deputy Chief of Staff Operations, to make the presentation. 
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Colonel Rizey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
purpose of my talk is to show you the Air Force program, the com- 
position of the Air Force, and the deployment of the Air Force which 
requires the public-works appropriation which we now have before 
you for your consideration. I shall give a broad general picture of 
our entire air-base structure. Such detailed justification as you may 
require will be provided by subsequent speakers. ‘The security classi- 
fication of the material I am about to present is secret and by regula- 
tion may be given in executive session only and must not appear in 
regular hearings or other documents open to the public inspection. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


OFFUTT AIR BASE, NEBR. 


Senator Brinces. Senator Wherry, the minority leader of the Sen- 
ate, who is a member of the committee, is seriously ill in the hospital 
and has been there for some time. He has asked that this statement 
be made on his behalf. He wishes to present facts relative to the 
headquarters building of the Strategic Air Command at Offutt Air 
Force Base, Nebr. I quote Senator Wherry as follows: 

“This appropriation request of the Air Force construction for 
facilities now being considered here is deficient in that it does not 
contain $6,750,000 for a very essential requirement. This is the 
sum needed to provide for the construction of a headquarters build- 
ing for the Strategic Air Command, Offutt Air Base, Omaha, Nebr. 
In addition to this sum, $30,000 is needed for the purpose of buying 
the land upon which the headquarters building will be erected. The 
authorization for both the structure and the land is carried in Public 
Law 155, Eighty-second Congress, first session. 

“The Strategic Air Command is the organizational element of the 
Air Force charged with waging strategic air warfare. If not the 
principal major command of the Air Force, it is at least one of the 
most important commands as well as one of the largest. It is the 
command upon which this Nation relies to deliver an immediate, 
smashing, retaliatory blow to any aggressor. It is the command 
which has the task of delivering the atomic bomb. Not without reason 
has it been called the main deterrent power in the arsenal of the United 
States. On the basis of this operational concept, it is a fact that 
the Strategic Air Command must be ready to begin operations and 
to continue them without interruption at an instant’s notice. This 
fact cannot be overemphasized, and if our Strategic Air Force is to 
carry out these functions, the headquarters which is responsible for 
planning and directing the operations must be prepared to manage in 
the most effective and coordinated fashion possible. 

“I have visited the present headquarters of the Strategic Air Com- 
mand at Offutt Air Force Base and can report thereon based on first- 
hand observation and knowledge. The headquarters is now located 
in a part of the Martin bomber assembly plant building and in three 
of the plant’s administration buildings. The conversion of plant 
space for this use has resulted in the creation of facilities which are 
thoroughly inadequate because of poor ventilation, heating difficul- 
ties, and proximity to noise caused by machine repair and handling 
operations which are also conducted in the factory. These difficul- 
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ties cannot be economically overcome. I cannot understand how effec- 
tive operation of the headquarters can be expected under these dis- 
persed conditions and in light of the kind of space available. 

“It is also important to realize that in the event of full-scale mobil- 
ization, this assembly plant and its administration buildings will be 
required for aircraft production. In this event, the space now occu- 
pied by the headquarters would have to be relinquished and the facil- 
ities relocated elsewhere. There are no other facilities available for 
administrative use on Offutt Air Force Base. 

“I believe that funds for this headquarters building and land were 
not included in this appropriation request in the interest of phasing 
construction and reducing the impact on the immediate budget. I have 
learned that the need is based on a requirement of approximately 360,- 
000 square feet of space for use by about 2,400 people planned for the 
95-wing program. 

“In conclusion, I believe that the need for this facility is clear and 
urgent, and I feel that we would be extremely short-sighted to build 
a body for this strategic air organization and neglect the brain. I 
urgently recommend that funds for the construction of the headquar- 
ters, $6,750,000, and funds for the purchase of land in the amount of 
$30,000 be added to this appropriation.” 

I think we ought to have a comment from the Air Force on it. 


HEADQUARTERS BUILDING IN SECOND PILASE OF CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


General TimeertaKke. The facts stated by Senator Wherry are ab- 
solutely correct. We were trying to phase this construction over more 
than 1 year, and one of the ground rules on which we deferred items 
was if a unit had a headquarters then in being, and was housed, even 
though inadequately, it would be one of the things deferred to the 
next year. We plan to ask for funds for this headquarters in fiscal 
1953, sir. That is, the next application for funds will cover the funds 
for this headquarters building. The industrial plans are so timed that 
we are fairly certain that they will not be disrupted if mobilization 
comes of that factory. 

Senator Bringes. Now, do you believe in the necessity for this 
eventually ¢ 

General TimpertAke. Absolutely, sir. 

Senator Brivces. And it is just a question in the judgment of the 
Congress and the Air Force of when / 

General Timpertake. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Brinces. And supposing, we will say, the Congress decided 
to put in this, what would be the Air Force attitude ¢ 

General Timpertake. The Air Force has been trying to build things 
they needed first first, and in our deferments we deferred many essen- 
tial things, as the Secretary has said. This lies in that difference 
between what we are asking for, and what the Congress has authorized. 

Senator Know.anp. Are there any headquarters buildings which 
have a higher priority over this? 

General TrwpertAke. There are three major command headquar- 
ters, only three that are to be built in this particular funding, and that 
is for the Central Air Defense Command which is in rented space in 
Kansas City now; for the Fourteenth Air Force which is occupying 
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space at Warner Robins Depot, and actually it is industrial space, and 
they need that for the expanded mission of the depot, and the third 
one is for the Ninth Air Force, a tactical air force, on Pope AFB, 
which has no headquarters at all, sir. They fit the criterion that they 
do not have an existing headquarters. 

Senator Brinces. Well, the fact that they have removed from this 
air base to Sioux City one operational venture there, in order to have 
more facilities available, would that in any way alter your decision ¢ 

General Asensto. No, sir. 

General Triwpertake. That wouldn't involve the decision, sir. The 
decision on moving the operational unit to Sioux City was based en- 
tirely on the construction difficulties in extending that runway. 

Senator Brivees. All right, but consider this, and it is true what 
Senator Wherry says, that the Strategic Air Command is the brain of 
the striking operations of the United States Air Force. 

General Trmpertake. Absolutely. 

Senator Bripers. And should be adequately housed. 

General Timpertake. That is right. 

Senator Brivees. And the brains should be protected as well as pro- 
tecting the body, and it is a question of timing as far as your program 
goes. 

General TiapertAKke. That is correct. 

General Asensto. And we are concerned to some degree, sir, with 
the fact that we are occuying an industrial facility which would be 
needed upon call and would be needed immediately, so there is a ques- 
tion of a very tight phasing. We have not, however, in view of the 
considerations of a phased program and realizing the magnitude of 
what we are asking for here, cleared with the Department of Defense 
and the Bureau of the Budget request of this nature, sir. 

Senator KNowLanp. But you do intend to propose this in the regular 
1953 budget ¢ 

General Asensro. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. When you come again for funds for construction, this 
project will be in that next request. 

General Timpertake. That ts right, sir. 

Senator KNowLanp. Are we recessing until 2 o'clock, Mr. Chair 
man ¢ 

Senator E.ttenver. If that is agreeable, we will excuse representa 
tives of the Air Force until 2 o'clock. 


AFTER RECESS 
CONSTRUCTION OF OVERSEAS BASES 


Chairman McKeniar. The committee will come to order. 

General TimpertaKke. Mr. Chairman, Colonel Riley was proceeding 
with his statement this morning. 

Chairman McKeutiar. All right, Colonel. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Colonel Ritey. So far we have been off the record. I would like to 
now go onthe record. Before closing, I should say a few words about 
the actions taken by this Government in obtaining military rights in 
foreign lands necessary before we may construct overseas bases. 








red 





AON rv 


SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 37 


The military requirements of the three departments are assembled 
under the guidance of the Defense Department. At the request of 
the Defense Department, the State Department undertakes negotia- 
tions to obtain those rights. As may be expected, negotiations de- 
signed to place the Armed Forces of the United States on sovereign 
soil of other countries is usually difficult and tedious. Obviously, they 
are not all uniformly successful. In many areas, we have quite satis- 
factory agreements. Negotiations are now in progress in many coun- 
tries to obtain the military rights which we require for the full use 
of our forces. 

Now, in negotiating these agreements, every effort has been made 
to get the longest tenure of operation obtainable. In dealing with 
NATO nations, we have sought to make these agreements effective 
during the period of the North Atlantic Treaty. We have in any 
event ‘usually been successful in obtaining agreements which contem 
plate our use of foreign bases as long as the present condition of world 
uncertainty continues. 

The Air Force is sparing no effort to expedite the successful con- 
clusion of negotiations for military rights in all areas overseas neces- 
sary to our operations. 


LAND-ACQUISITION PROCEDURE 


I should perhaps amplify the remarks made by Mr. Finletter on 
the procedure followed by the Air Force on air-base sites in the con 
tinental United States. 

Following the determination of a new force composition, records 
available to the Air Force and the military departments, the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, and data provided by various munici- 
palities who desire the Air Force to utilize their locations are carefully 
reviewed to make an initial determination of those sites which appear 
best to meet the operational requirement. 

Following this, the Headquarters of the Air Force appoints teams 
to make on-site surveys of the locations involved. These groups con- 
fer with the appropriate civic and airport officials. They are particu- 
larly concerned with the present value of Government investments in 
the location. They consider carefully factors of weather, terrain, 
extensibility of runways, cost of rehabilitation of existing buildings, 
availability of communications, and the cost of additional land where 
such is required. 

HOUSING FACILATIES 


They also inquire into the housing capability of the urban areas in 
the vicinity of the location. They particularly inquire into the com- 
munity attitude toward the contemplated Air Force use of the instal- 
lation. 

Senator Corpon. Are you referring now to foreign or domestic in- 
stallations ¢ 

Colonel Riney. This, sir, pertains to the continental United States. 

Senator Corvon. Supposing adequate housing then might conceiv- 
ably be found only in the more heavily populated areas / 

Colonel Rizey. That is true as a general rule, sir. 

Senator Corpon. That is dispersal with reverse English, is it not ¢ 

Colonel Rirey. It is the effort, sir, to meet the very important morale 
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considerations of giving our people and their families where opera- 
tional situations permit suitable housing conditions which we feel is 
an important morale consideration and necessarily then becomes 
reflected in over-all efficiency. 

Senator Corpon. Do you have a regular housing organization of 
the United States who will have to be a party at least and furnish 
funds for the construction of additional housing anywhere? Is that 
not right ? 

General Myers. That is correct. 

Senator Corvon. Do you know of any place in the United States 
where there is now excess housing ? 

General Myers. Offhand, sir, I do not. 

Senator Corvon. I do not think you do either. It will have to be 
built wherever you go. Goahead. 


LONG-TERM USABILITY OF FACILITY 


Colonel Ritey. Long-term usability of the facility and the general 
airport structure of the United States is always of interest in the 
selection of a base. Its long-term value in the training of the civilian 
components of the Armed Forces is scrutinized. In an effort to ob- 
tain an efficient operation at the minimum cost to the Government, 
we concern ourselves carefully with the off-base housing capacity, 
the schools, public transportation, recreational and church facilities. 

Based upon the findings of our own site-survey groups the major 
commands make recommendations to the Air Staff as to the site 
which should be chosen. These recommendations when acted upon 
by the Air Installations Board, are reviewed by the Chief of Staff 
and the Under Secretary of the Air Force, and may then become a part 
of the program. 


PUBLIC HEARINGS BY AIRPORT USE PANEL 


Where conflicts arise over the use of an airport by the Air Force 
and civilian aviation interests, the Air Force calls upon the airport 
use panel for assistance. This panel, composed of representatives 
of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
of civilian industry, and the Defense Department, has been created 
for the purpose of inquiring into the over-all best use which should 
be made of airport facilities. Where required, the panel holds public 
hearings in order to get all the facts on a particular situation. This 
panel then makes a recommendation to the various Government agen- 
cies involved. 

The Air Force program, which is being presented for your con- 
sideration, has been compiled in accordance with the procedure which 
I have here briefly outlined 





Senator Corpon. May I stop you to ask about the public hearings? 
Does not that mean that after you have made a tentative decision about 
the location of a base, you hold the hearings? 

Colonel Rirxy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. You do not hold hearings until then. Take the 
State of Oregon; did you hold any hearings in Oregon? If so, when 
and where ? 
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General Treertake. Yes, sir. We have been holding hearings 
at Portland, sir, with the port authority there, who also control the 
airport. 

Senator Corpon. What was the reason for hearings there? You 
already had your squadron there. Was it to see whether or not they 
would produce something more? 

General Trapertake. Yes, sir; and to rearrange the real estate 
there. Some negotiations were under way and an agreement was 
reached where the Air Force would move from the one side of the 
field to the other, and the land would be transferred. 

Senator Corpon. Did you hold any hearings in Redmond where 
you had a big air base in World War II, or Madriz? 

General TimperLaKke. No, sir; neither are in our programs. 

Colonel Ritey. In the preparation of this program, consideration 
was given from strategic requirements to what airman John Joe is 
doing in his off-duty hours, while at the same time considering public 
interest, civilian aviation requirements, and the post emergency use 
of facilities constructed with public funds. 

Senator Corvon. Those are good words. That is about all, in my 
opinion. 

Colonel Ritey. Sir, we believe in them. That concludes my state- 
ment, sir. 

General Timeertake. Mr. Chairman, that concludes Colonel Riley's 
statement. We have, sir, ready to present to you about an hour and 
a half of general statements. Many of them have been made to the 
House Appropriations Committee, and are contained in their hear- 
ings. Would you like us to proceed forthwith and just hit the high 
lights of those things, because some changes have been made, and then 
proceed to any detailed examination of the program that the commit- 
tee would like to make? 

Chairman McKetwar. I think that would be the better way. 

Senator Corpon. Mr. Chairman, I am interested in a detailed exam- 
ination when we get to it. 

Chairman McKeuuar. Yes, sir. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


General Timpertake. I did have a prepared statement, but it is 
contained in the House hearings. This is a chart that we recapitulate 
what the House Appropriations Committee took out. This is what 
we are asking for now. It is broken down between our authorization 
asking and our fund asking within the United States, overseas, and 
here. So today we have $3,500,000,000 authorized and $2,275,000,000 
is the request before this committee. 

This gray in here represents unused authorizations from the past 
years. It totals $179,000,000. 
~ Chairman McKetxar. Can you use those funds? 

General Timpertake. They are unfunded authorizations, sir, and 
are part of this total [indicating]. They appear in our justification 
book. Instead of asking for new authority, we listed the inventory of 
these unfunded authorizations we have for still needed projects. 

Senator ELtenper. You have authority now to use those unused 
moneys ¢ 
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General TimpertaAKe. That is correct, sir. 

This is what we were talking about this morning [indicating] and 
it is the reconciliation of what we went to the House Appropriations 
Committee with and what we ended up with. 

Chaitman McKetiar. Do you want these charts on the record ? 

General Trweper.take. Yes, sir. This can be on the record. It 
appears in the House bill, sir. 

Chairman McKetuiar. Very well. 


RESTORATION REQUESTED 


General Trweertake. Secretary Finletter covered this this morn- 
ing; these are the three areas | indicating] where we request restora- 
tion. The reduction in cost to cover the Corps of Engineers estimates, 
$150,000,000. This is the laundry question we discussed this morn- 
ing, and the deletion of the request for the Olmsted-Lancaster Depot. 
Lancaster is a new depot which is an annex to Olmsted. 

These are general charts that might be of interest. The United 
States, and how it is distributed between operational facilities and 
support facilities. You see 63 percent of all the money we are ask- 
ing for is requested for operational facilities. 

Senator E.tenper. When you say operational facilities, what do 
you mean ¢ 

General TrmperLAKe. Senator Ellender, I mean bases that are for 
operational or combat purposes, as we generally think of them. They 
would be the Tactical Air Command, the Strategic Air Command, 
the Air Defense Command. 


AUTHORIZATION ACT 


Senator Corpon. May I interrupt you a moment to get my thinking 
clear. I recall that Senator Saltonstall this morning said, and the 
Secretary agreed with him, that of the total authorization in the act 
to authorize military construction, which was approved on Sepember 
28, 1951, the authorization was divided between the first year and the 
second year. In other words, a certain portion for the first year, and 
a certain portion thereafter; is that correct? 

General Trmper.aKke. No, sir; that is not correct. 

Senator Corvon. There is no such division either in the report or 
in the act. 

General TrweertaKe. There is a division between the funding to 
cover the authorization. 

Senator Corpon. I am speaking of the authorization for appro- 
priation. In other words, if there is a division, what is it? 

General TimepertaKke. We requested $3.6 billion authorization. We 
only asked this year for $2.4 billion. 

Senator Corpon. I am not speaking about what you asked for. I 
am speaking about what the legislative committee recommended that 
there be authorized to be made available by an appropriation this 
year. Was it all of the amount authorized or a part of it? 

General Trweertake. Part of it, sir. 

Senator Corvon. What was that part? 

General Timper.ake. I have it right here on that other chart. 
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General Myers. I do not believe that is what the Senator's refer- 
ence was to..sir. There is no division in the authorization of the $3,- 
543,000,000. There is no division in that as to years. 

Senator Corvon. Did you hear the Senator’s statement this morn- 
ing ¢ 

General Myers. I do not think he meant that, sir. 

General Timpertake. He was talking about division overseas and 
the United States. 

General Asensio. I think that was a division of funding against 
the authorization. 

Senator Corvon. What do you mean by funding—appropriation ¢ 

General Aspnsio. Appropriation against the authorization. 

Senator Corpon. That is what I am interested in. 

General Asensto. He has the figure there of 2.275, of what we are 
now requesting. The House action gave us 

Senator Corpon. I understand those figures. But is $2.473.447 the 
total amount that you could request for this year under the author- 
ization act ¢ 

General Asensio. No, sir. It is the amount that was selected ac- 
cording to certain ground rules which phased the program over a 
couple of years to reduce the impact on the economy of the country. 

Senator Corpon. Was the decision an Executive decision, or was 
it in anywise a legislative limitation ¢ 

General Asensio. It was an Executive decision prior to request for 
funds made by the Air Force, Office of Secretary of Defense, and 
Bareau of the Budget in concert, sir. 

Senator Corpvon. That was not my understanding of Senator Salton- 
stall’s statement. 

Senator Maysank. Mr. Chairman, might I ask a question / 

Chairman McKeuiar. Yes. indeed. 


CONTROLLED MATERIALS PLAN ALLOCATIONS 


Senator Maybank. I just want to ask the general this question. If 
these expenditures of funds are in keeping with the new regulations 
and rules that Mr. Wilson is going to issue in connection with priorities 
on every type of building material, on steel, on aluminum, copper, 
tooling, et cetera, or have the defense establishments been in touch 
with Mr. Wilson ¢ 

General Timpercake. Yes, sir; they are. And we have our allo- 
cation for the quarter to cover the materials needed for this program. 

Senator Maysank. The reason why I wanted to know the answer 
to that, and Senator Thye was there with me this morning, I was sorry 
that the Air Force could not use the money, but I understand the 
tooling situation was such that you could not; that is, the additional 
authorization in the regular bill. 

Now, I understand from Mr. Wilson this morning that for instance 
on aluminum he is going to cut back all nonessential users, that is, 
the military or connected with the military, to 15 percent under these 
CMP’s he is going to issue. 

General Timpertake. Yes, sir. 

Senator Maynank. I understand that almost 40 percent of steel is 
going to be taken. I understand that copper is going to be just as 
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absent as you can find it due to the lack of copper and due to the 
strike that cost, as he said some 50,000, or whatever it was, pounds, and 
you are going to have to go into the stockpile. All I want to get 
on the record is that I hope i in this construction bill, which is a long- 
term bill—and I appreciate what the Air Force and Navy and Mari- 
time Commission and Army need—that you are not going to ask for 
any money or authorizations at this time that you cannot use. For 
instance, he said this morning—and Senator Thye, you were there— 
we had a big issue in this committee to appropriate money for the 
Maritime Commission to build ships. He says there is no steel plate 
and the Maritime Commission are not going to get the steel plate to 
build the ships; is that correct’ That is what he says. I hesitate 
now, when it comes to money, to be voting for money w hen you are not 
voting for money but critic al materials. 

Mr. Wilson said this morning that they were not going, to allow the 
Maritime Commission the steel plate. 

Senator Tuye. That is true. 

Senator Maynank. Therefore, the ships are going to be canceled. 
I believe in preparedness as much as anyone, but I do hope that the 
defense ntshliclematae are not going to ask for any authorizations 
around here unless they can get the copper, aluminum, steel plate, and 
tungsten, and you are not going to get them. 

That is all I had to say, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

General Tiwpertake. As I say, the CMP allocations have been given 
us to cover these programs. 

Senator Maynank. Then they are going to take them from some- 
body else. You are going to have ple nty of difficulty. 

Chairman McKexiar. What does CMP mean in English? 

General Timeertake. Controlled Materials Plan. Broken down 
percentagewise on the type of facilities on an individual basis, Senator, 
troop housing, pavements, and things of that sort, you see our largest 
single item goes to troop housing within the U nited States, with “the 
pavement coming close behind. This is the percentage breakdown of 
all our facilities. This is the United States. The overseas is largely 
the same. 


HOUSING FACILITIES 


Senator Corpon. May I inquire about the housing again? I recall 
we were advised a very few minutes ago that one of the criteria used 
in determining location of bases was the availability of housing. 

General Timpertake. You are right, sir. I was referring to troop 
housing. That is barracks, dormitories, and BOQ’s for troops and 
bachelor officers, 31 percent. Family housing is 0.5 percent. It is the 
little item down here. Troop housing is what we were referring to. 

Senator Corvon. But you do have an item for family housing. 

General Trimpertake. Yes, sir. We have a maximum of five family 
units on each base wheré there are none existing already to take care 
of those people that have to live on the base to make it run night and 
day. 

Senator Corvon. Is that the top brass? 

General TimpertaKke. No, sir. It is the commanding officer, opera- 
tions officer, fire marshal, air installation officer, the normal people that 
are the key people to-run the base. 
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Senator ELtenper. What kind of buildings are you putting up for 
the troop housing ¢ 

General ‘TrmBerLake. Senator Ellender, we are going to cover this 
just after I finish, our whole criteria, that is, our standards of con- 
struction—General Myers will cover that—it is 10- and 25-year life 
with one exception, that in troop housing, we feel that with repetitive 
type buildings we can get masonry in many cases at the same price 
we can get wood frames. Or if you add the maintenance cost to the 
initial cost over a period of years, and it is a 10-year life we are 
aiming for, in semipermanent stations, and 25 years in the permanent 
stations, we can get a considerable amount of masonry in this program, 
particularly for the repetitive type buildings, such as barracks, which 
are 31 percent of the program. 

Chairman McKetrar. What is the cost per unit for housing? 

General TrmperLake. We have two costs in the program, sir. For 
our 25-year life, we have a cost of $2,400 per man, which includes his 
barracks, the mess halls, the living space, the utilities, the roads that 
go with that barracks. Did I leave anything out of that? 

General Myers. No, sir; I think that covers it. 

Senator Corvon. What percentage of housing is to be out of mas- 
onry, including brick? I ask you because when Mr. McCone was 
before the same committee earlier this year, and made his description 
of the 20-year or semipermanent housing, he said it was going to be 
built of wood. 

General TrmperLake. We have made a very complete study of that 
program, and have found out that we can get masonry in many cases 
by the new unconventional building methods for the price of the 
frame, plus, in some cases, the maintenance to operate those buildings 
over a period of years. 


LIVING QUARTERS FOR COMMANDING OFFICERS 


Senator Ture. General, might I ask this one question: What will be 
the actual over-all cost of the living quarters for the man in charge of 
this field, just one living quarters unit. I can reduce that to an under- 
standable figure if you tell me that housing is going to cost $10,000 or 
$5,000 or $15,000. 

General Myers. I will try to answer that, sir. The average size 
house is, we think, about 1,000 square feet. 

Senator Ture. I do not care about the square feet. Tell it to me 
inthismanner. The commander or the man in charge of that installa- 
tion is going to be there with his wife and maybe they will have two 
children. How many bedrooms are you planning to give that family ? 

General Myers. Three bedrooms. 

Senator Tuyr. And he may have two children. 

General Myers. That is right, sir. 

Senator Ture. So that you are always going to plan that he is 
going to have a maid or a guest, or primarily a guest, as the first 
step you have in mind. 

General Myers. Let me explain. 

Senator Truyr. General, all I am trying to do is to get it down into 
an understandable language so that the first time that somebody asks 
me about the terrific expense that was involved in the house over 
there for the man in charge of that post or that emergency field that 
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I am able to understand and can answer him just exactly what the 
cost was. That is why I want to reduce it to that simple term. He 
is going to have three bedrooms. He is going to have a living room. 
He is going to have two bathrooms, and he is going to have a kitchen, 
and he is going to have a utility room. 

General Myers. May I answer your question, sir ? 

Senator Tuyer. Yes, sir. 

General Myers. We think that the commanding officer that you 
speak of should have a four-room house with at least one and a half 
baths, a living room, a dining room-living room combination, and a 
kitchen. ‘This program, however, would limit us to a 1,250 square foot 
maXxinum, so that under that program we could not build more than 
a three-bedroom house under this program. 

Longe range, sir, we feel that we can use some one-bedroom houses, 
a large proportion of two-bedroom, a large proportion of three-bed- 
room, and a few four-bedroom houses. That is our over-all across 
the board plan. 

Senator Taye. The four-bedroom house will cost how much ? 

Chairman McKetiar. Will you give us the cost in dollars? 

General Myers. Yes. The four-bedroom house would run $19,000. 

Senator Tuye. And it is a 10- or 20-year? 

General Myers. That would be a 25-year house. It would be per- 
manent construction, 

Senator Ture. And the two-bedroom would cost how much? Take 
them all, please, the three and down to a two and a single. 

General Myers. The three-bedroom house would be about $15,000. 

Senator Corpvon. How many square feet ¢ 

General Myers. 1,250. 

General Myers. I would like to get these figures accurately, but 
we don’t have them here. The two-bedroom house would be approxi- 
mately $11,500, and it would have about 900 square feet in it. The 
one-bedroom house 

Senator Tuye. Will this be constructed of concrete? 

Senator Corvon. That would give you 350 square feet in one bed- 
room. That is pretty good. 

General Myers. You have an extra bath in there, too. 

Senator Tuyr. Will these be constructed in foreign countries ? 

General Myers. No, sir. These will not be constructed in foreign 
countries. We are programing them with one exception, and that 
would be Okinawa, on our permanent bases in Alaska, in Newfound- 
land at Ernest Harmon where we have 99-year lease rights. We 
have already constructed some similar houses in Okinawa. We have 
no money in this program for Okinawa. 

Senator Corvon. Last year we were advised that rehabilitation of 
quonset huts would cost in the American dollars of $400 some, a total 
of $5,500 in American-dollar equivalent, and this year the report was 
that $7,200 apiece all in American dollars on Okinawa. The explana- 
tion of that was that a house that you could live in or just a house with 
two things? 

General Myers. These are houses you could live in with all util- 
ities. As I mentioned, your four-bedroom house would have one and 
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a half or two baths; and the three, one bath; two bedrooms, one bath ; 
one bedroom, one bath, 

Senator Cornon. You still have 250 square feet in a bedroom, but 
that is allright. Forget it. 

General Myers. We have a complete plan on this and accurate fig- 
ures on this. I am pulling them out of the air now. 


WHERRY HOUSING ACT 


Senator Maynank. General, have you all tried very diligently to 
use the so-called Wherry Housing Aet? 

General Myers. We certainly have. 

Senator Maysanx. What have you done about it, and why do you 
not do that in this case? You can borrow the money and the Govern- 
ment does not have to owe the money. 

General Myers. I have the present status of our Wherry housing 
effort, sir, and we think we have utilized and are utilizing the Wherry 
Act to the maximum. 

Senator Maysank. Why do they not utilize it in these other family 
dwellings here ? 

General Myers. You see, the Wherry Act only applies to permanent 
stations, 

Senator Mayspank. That is correct. Why do you not declare more 
permanent stations. 

General Myers. We have that under consideration, sir. 

Senator Maysank. That is the answer. 

General Myers. We have it under consideration. 

Senator Maysank. But nothing has been done about it, and the 
declaration of permanent stations ! 

General Trimpertake. May I answer that, sir? 

Senator Maypank. Certainly. 

General TimperLake. When we declare a permanent station and we 
let bankers invest their money, that means we are going to stay there 
oU years, 

Senator Mayrnank. Any banker has sense enough to know that Con 
gress can change anything the Air Force and the Navy does. 

General Timeer.take. That is right. 

Senator Maysanx. All you can do is say you believe it will be in 
substance. 

General Timpertake. We are studying continuously on a station-by- 
station basis what should be added. 

Senator Mayspank. What this Congress does, the next Congress can 
undo. They know that. I do not suggest what you should do. I just 
want to help. But I am disappointed in the lack of housing. 1 
spent a lot of time passing the housing bill you do not utilize, because 
they say you do not say it is permanent. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Corpon. The strange thing about it is that at the same 
time the same group that refuses that kind of a commitment or any 
consideration will build its own housing and build 25-year housing. 

Senator Maypank«. That is right. I am sort of bewildered about 
it, because every day complaints come to our committee, and we have 
been asked very frankly to investigate the housing. I have hesitated, 
and IT wanted to wait until we had a chance to get around to it. 
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General Asensto. We have a basic ground rule which is that we 
can consider as a hard core the strength of June 30, 1950, the 48-wing 
strength, and the bases necessary to accommodate it. It is on that 
basis that we select the 25-year or the permanent base structure. 

Senator Maysank. If you are going to have 25 years, and the Con- 
gress is not going to do anything in 25 years why is it not a permanent 
base ? 

General Asensto. That is true. 

Senator Maysanx. Why not go to the FHA and get the money and 
liquidate it by charging the people who live in it the amount of money 
it costs to liquidate it? 

General Asensio. We do precisely that, sir. The bases that must 
accommodate the expansion above and beyond that strength as of June 
30, 1950, are built to a lesser life, a semipermanent, 10-year life. On 
that basis we have no sufficiency of tenure to indicate that we can 
underwrite any Wherry housing. 

General Myers. Senator, I believe the question is, What is going to 
be the size of the Air Force after the emergency if we have another 
war? 

Senator Mayspank. Of course nobody knows that. 

General Myers. That is the problem. At the present time we are 
studying this question base by base to see if there should not be ad- 
ditional bases made permanent. The Air Force is making that study. 
Once we build this Wherry housing, and declare them permanent, we 
pretty well have to live with it. 

Senator Mayspank. Of course, you are all subject to whatever Con- 
gress does. I am sorry Congress did not appropriate the money some 
years ago. Do not misunderstand me. I am sorry you cannot use 
the additional money now, but I know you do not have the tools to 
build the planes with and it will be months. And I know you do not 
have copper or anything else to put in these houses you are going to 
build unless Mr. Wilson is wrong. 

General Myers. Yes, sir. We have to take into consideration the 
new housing act. 

Senator Maysank. I was not speaking of the houses. I was speak- 
ing of the general serious shortage of critical materials. If it gets 
any worse, as you gentlemen know, I do not know where we are 
going to be. Here is the Maritime Commission. We appropriated 
money to build ships. Mr. Wilson said they are not going to build 
any ships because there is no steel plate. And he did right. Do 
not misunderstand me. 

Senator Corpon. Was that the same answer on steel plate to com- 
plete the McNary Dam on which 40 percent of the aluminum pro- 
duction of the United States is dependent? 


FACILITIES DESIGNED TO ELIMINATE CRITICAL MATERIALS 


General Myers. We are trying to design our structures to eliminate 
the critical materials. 

Senator Mayeank. I am not complaining about that. I know you 
are domg that. The only thought I had in asking these questions was 
that I would not vote for an authorization of money that you could not 
utilize this year because we have such a shortage. 

General Myers. I understand that. 
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Senator Maysank. I voted for the Air Force appropriation and 
suggested it be more. We found out you could not use it because you 
did not have the tools, and Mr. Wilson said it would be 6 months be- 
fore the tools that are necessary in the big automobile companies that 
you have the contracts were to get to work on the types. He said that 
this morning. That is the fact on tooling. 

General Myers. Yes, sir. My point is that we are trying to reduce 
these critical materials as much as we can in our design. In other 
words, get away from steel as much as we can. 

Senator Maysank. And copper and aluminum. 

General Myers. That is right. 

Chairman McKetuar. All ‘right, sir; go‘ahead. 

General Treer.aKe. The distribution overseas is just as we are 
talking about in the United States, except we do have a heavy pave- 
ment cost because we are going in and building new pavements, and 
in this country we are using a lot of the pavements that are in existence. 
We have built up a program here over a matter of months, and we 
had certain criteria that we used in order to develop what would be 
considered adequate construction for each of these bases, so that we 
could then put our people to work and determine what deficiencies 
they had against this criteria. 

General Myers, my deputy, will explain the major criteria. There 
are a great number ofthem. He will take the important ones. If you 
have other questions, he will bring those up as asked. 


TYPES OF STRUCTURES 


General Myers. We have already covered part of this presentation, 
sir, and as General Timberlake says, this is to show the criteria by 
which we develop our requirements and design our facilities. Build- 
ingwise, structurewise, we have adopted two types of structure; a 25- 
year or permanent life, and a 10-year or semipermanent. I think we 
must recognize that when we say 25-year or 10-year life, it will be more 
or less than that, depending on the maintenance it gets, and how well 
it is taken care of. 


PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 


The 25-year-life we think is permanent. It is designed to last 25 
years or more. In all of our construction we make maximum use of 
on-site materials. We will use masonry or wood framing primarily, 
continuous foundations to our building, a good shingle roof, dry-wall 
interiors normally instead of plaster, concealed wiring and plumbing 
hardwood or composition floors—by that I mean asphalt tile—and 
good-quality plumbing fixtures. 

Senator Knowxanv. Might I ask at that point, General, does this 

same rule apply to both our zone of interior and overseas bases ? 

General Myers. Both our zone of interior and overseas permanent 
bases. Overseas, of course, on either type of construction, we would 
utilize local materials and methods to the maximum. For instance, 
where a great deal of stone is used, we would use that type of con- 
struction. We will use the local materials and labor, particularly 
overseas, that are indigenous to the area. 
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Senator Know.Lanp. Of the overseas bases, how many are of the 
permanent type as contrasted to the semipermanent type? 

General Myers. Most of them are semipermanent types. I think 
I can name the overseas bases that are permanent if you would 
like me to. The bulk are the semipermanent type. This 25-year-life 
type of construction is to be used on all bases planned for retention 
in the postwar Air Force as of July 1, 1950, strength. That is the 
thing we were talking about previously. 

Senator Corpon. What strength is that? 

General Myers. That is July 1, 1950, strength—the 48-wing Air 
Force, 411,000 total personnel. 

General Asensio. That is 416,000 authorization. 

Senator Corpon. That is the limit of the permanent construction ? 

General Myers. That is right, sir. Also the fighter interceptor 
squadron deployment bases that were programed at that time, Soly 
1, 1950, and the Reserve Forces. The 10-year-life type of construction 
will be prefabricated, wood shell, or a light-frame construction. As 
General Timberlake pointed out, there will be many cases where we 
will be able to get masonry construction perhaps as cheap as wood con- 
struction, or perhaps only a little bit more expensive, and the main- 
tenance cost on that over this 10-year life would offset it. 

To that end, we have asked the Corps of Engineers in certain spe- 
cific cases in this 10-year life to take alternate bids so we can make 
that determination. This 10-year construction will be on grade slabs 
or piers, with a light shingle or paper roof, and only the essential 
interior trim and seal. In other words, we will omit as much of the 
interior trim and seal as we can, but again we will install good-quality 
fixtures. 

This fype of construction will be utilized at all bases not planned 
for retention for the postwar Air Force, and for the required build-up 
beyond the July 1, 1950, strength on those bases to be retained for 
postwar use. 

In other words, on some of our permanent bases, we have planned 
beyond the July 1, 1950, strength a 10-year-life construction. But 
that type of construction can be readily converted into the longer life 
by the addition of these things we have left out. 


RUNWAYS AND FACILITIES 


I think you would be interested in our criteria for runways and 
airfield lighting. Our heavy aircraft, of course, require heavy pave- 
ments and long pavements. For a heavy bomber wing, for instance, 
the runway is 300 feet wide, 10,000 feet long, with a taxiway width 
of 100 feet. Our medium bomber, our transport, 200-foot-wide run- 
way, 9,000 feet long, 75-foot width for taxiways. Fighters, 150 feet 
wide on the runways, 8,000 feet long, and 75 feet width on the taxiways. 
Aprons required for one wing, 400,000 square yards for a heavy 
bomber, 570,000 square yards for the medium bomber and transport, 
and 120,000 square yards for the fighter. These lengths are all based 
on a standard temperature and elevation or standard altitude, and if 
you increase either the temperature or the altitude, the lengths will 
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increase, not proportionately, but in proportion to the performance 
characteristics of the airplane. 

Senator KNow.anp. General, take a base that is being used for an 
operation base, whether it is a permanent base of semipermanent. The 
runways would have to be the same; would they not 

General Myers. Yes. 


DIFFERENCE IN COST OF PERMANENT AND SEMIPERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 


Senator KNowLanp. Have you any figures to show what the differ- 
ence is in the cost of a permanent base and the cost of a semipermanent 
base, each of which would house the same kind of an air operation / 

General Myers. I would say “No,” sir. 

General Trwpertake. I think we have one that we have costed 
under both conditions, sir. Mr. Gibbens, I am thinking about McGuire 
Air Force Base, which we costed on a 10-year life and a 25-year life. 
Do you have those figures with you? 

Senator KNow.anp. I do not want to interrupt. They can go into 
the record. But I think it becomes a material question just how much 
is saved, if anything. 

General Myers. The saving on structures, sir, is about 8 percent. 
That is about all you can save. 

Senator ELLeNpreR. On the permanent as against the semipermanent ? 

General Myers. That is right. 

Senator KNowLANb. That is not very much. 

Senator ELtenver. It does not amount to anything. 

General Myers. That is right. We were trying to do our best to 
build this as cheaply as we could. We went into it very carefully 
with the engineers, we examined plans in detail to make our estimates. 
That is about the over-all average. That is the best you can do on 
structures. As you said, sir, on pavements, on fuel storage facilities, 
they have to be all one type. 

Senator KNow.anp. Let me ask you this question, Mr. Chairman, 
if I might take the time, because I am a little surprised at that figure. 
While I do not want to discount the importance of saving 8 percent, 
when you have reviewed that situation with us of a 10-year life versus 
a 25-year life on it, has the Air Force gone outside of the engineers to 
private engineering firms to check over your figures and see whether 
we are getting the most for our money? I have a high regard for 
the Army engineers, but nevertheless I think it does not do them any 
harm—or the Government—from time to time to check with outside 
firms on construction costs and the plans of the types of buildings 
that are going in, to see whether we are actually getting the most for 
our money. 

General Myers. Yes, sir; we have. As was mentioned previously, 
when we made up this program, we called in some prominent men 
from industry and from the engineering field. We had, I think, a 
panel of seven. ‘This was one of the questions that they considered. 
We also, in making up this criteria and making our definitive draw- 
ings and the standards which we have furnished to the engineers, 
have hired an architect engineer who made quite a study of this and 
gave us his recommendations on it. What type of construction can 
we put in with this 10-year life as against 25% What can we do to 








50 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


reduce the cost? And this is what we have come up with. That is 
about the answer. 

Senator KNowtanp. And it is only about 8 percent difference. 

General Myers. About 8 percent, sir. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

General Myers. Gentlemen, I have other charts covering communi- 
cations and navigational aids, aircraft maintenance and training fa- 
cilities, family housing, administration and supply, bakeries, Cat 
dries, airmen’s clubs, medical facilities, storage facilities, shops, audi- 
toriums and theaters, post exchanges and cafeterias, but I don't be- 
lieve you want to take the time—there are a lot of charts— but any 
of those you would like to discuss or get the criteria on I would be glad 
to give it. 

INCREASED COSTS OF CONSTRUCTION 


General TrmpertaAKe. Mr. Chairman, we have one point we would 
like to cover before we get to the details and that is the over-all cut 
by the Appropriations Committee of the House on the funds we re- 
quested to cover the Corps of Engineers’ estimates. We have General 
Nold, Deputy Chief of Engineers, over here to tell us what he thinks 
of the rises in cost and to explain why we think it is good practice to 
have this cut restored. 

Chairman McKetrar. All right, sir. 

General Notp. Mr. Chairman, we worked with the Air Force from 
the beginning on these estimates. About July 1, 1950, we had prices 
prep: ared for the 1951 budget which we used. In preparation for this 
1952 budget, we made an analysis of the cost indexes that we cus- 
tomarily use from the period of January 1 to July 1, 1950. We also 
took checks on the limited bidding experience we had in that year 
up to about the period September and early October, and found ‘that 
our price rises over those ‘Aguree that we had used up to the period of 
about July 1, 1950, had risen approximately 20 percent by January 1, 
1951, when we compiled this book. Those bases were reviewed, as was 
stated here in the testimony, by our outside consultants. 

In addition, I would like to comment on this because I have observed 
the comment made by the House. Reference was made to a 10 percent 
increase for the Navy against an apparent 20 percent in the figures for 
the Army and the Air Force. That is a 10 percent Io ywlecgy or 20 per- 
cent increase, depending on when you start. The Navy started at a 
different period. In nh peer at the request of Secretary Kimball, 
we sat down with the Navy and reviewed their prices against Air 
Force and Army prices, and we came into agreement that we were 
approximately on the same basis, and I so reporte d to Secretary Kim- 
ball. 

We continually review these prices. We are getting a great deal of 
bidding experience in the last few months against the 1951 program. 

The Army, for example, has had to reprogram their funds over the 
last quarter of the fiscal year so that we could let bids, because our 
prices were not high enough. That causes a great deal of administra- 
tive expense and annoyance. If you do not get sufficient budgetary 
estimate when you take the bids, you have to go back and find the 
money elsewhere before you take the bid. We had our attention called 
to a very economical chapel being built out in the Midwest. A few 
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weeks ago we went out there and with the architect on the job analyzed 
that detail by detail with our design. We find that our price estimate 
is cheaper than they actually got. 


COSTS OF HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION 


More recently we have analyzed hospital prices throughout the 
country with the aid of the Public Health Service. Our prices in the 
book here are dangerously low with that comparison. 

Senator Corvon. How much are they per bed ¢ 

General Noxp. I can’t answer that, but they are running around $24 
a square foot, as 1 recall it. They vary due to the size of the hos- 
pital, but around $18,000 for the Public Health Service hospital. 

Senator Youne. How much cheaper can you buy your materials 
than a private contractor, for example, on brick? How much cheaper 
can you buy brick in big lots than can small contractors / 

General Not». I don’t think that I can answer that, sir. We haven't 
had any experience on buying brick in quantity for some time. You 
take one of these veterans “hospits als that we are building for them. We 
buy it by the hospital. The brick varies in color, depending upon the 
section that you are buying it for, and I don’t think that we buy 
brick in wholesale lots unless you were going in to wholesale in that 
class of construction. 

Senator Youne. How about frigidaires and heating systems’ How 
much cheaper can you buy it than the average individual ¢ 

General Noup. I can’t answer that, sir. 

Senator Youne. Do you not make such a comparison ? 

General Noto. I don’t think we have on that. We buy as cheaply 
as we can. We take competitive bids on that, as you know. In re- 
spect to prices per bed, on the 25-year life, we figure in our book here 
for 250 beds it costs us $16,850 per bed. 

Senator Corpon. $16,850 per bed. 

General Notp. That is for a 250-bed size. Now, the larger the hos- 
pital, the cheaper per bed. Ona 1,500-bed hospital, we figure $13,700. 

Senator Corpon. Do you agree that in the housing four-bedroom 
home it is going to cost $19,200, and a two-bedroom home $11,500, or 
$7,500 for the two extra bedrooms? That is the evidence up to date. 

General Meyers. We woukl have two sizes of three-bedroom houses. 
Would you like to go back to that for a moment? Colonel Schuy ler 
is here. The cost is $13 per square foot. I say I was giving them out 
of the air here. 

Senator Corpor. You were figuring with a pencil when I watched 
you. 

General Myers. That is right, and I was multiplying the square 
footage by S15. 


rYPES OF LIVING QUARTERS TO BE CONSTRUCTED 


Colonel Scuvyter. The cost figures were average space over the 
board. We are building six different types of quarters in this bill. 
We are building there one-bedroom units for officers and for airmen, 
two-bedroom units and three-bedroom units, so that you have got—— 

Senator Corpon. And four-bedroom units, according to the gentle- 
men here. 
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Colonel Scuvuyter. Not in this program here; there is not the four- 
bedroom in progress. 

Senator Corvon. You put them in. I can only take your word for it. 

General Myers. What I tried to say was that in this program we 
would not build any four-bedroom units. We are limited to 1,250 
square feet. We would like to build some four-bedroom units. 

Colonel Scuurter. There are no four-bedroom units to be con- 
structed out of this appropriation. The size of the units varies from 
the one-bedroom unit for enlisted men through the three-bedroom 
unit for enlisted men, and one-bedroom for officers through three bed- 
rooms, and that is the maximum in this budget request. 

General Myers. Could you give us the square footages of the 
various houses? 

Senator Corvon. Let us simplify it. A square foot is a square foot, 
and a 25-year house no matter that it is. What is the price per square 
foot ¢ 

General Nop. $13. 

Senator Corpon. That goes whether it is a three-bedroom house or a 
one-bedroom house. 

General Norn. That is right, sir. 

Senator Ture. That is the same whether it is an enlisted man or an 
officer? 

General Notp. We build all of them as cheaply as we can and design 
them as cheaply as we can. 

Senator Corpon. I would like to take some contracts at $13 a square 
foot. That is what I want to do. 

Colonel Myers. May I say that that includes certain kitchen equip- 
ment, and it includes the area utilities in the housing area, but it does 
not include your main runs of utilities. 

General Noup. It is the telephone installation, and a share of the 
rood, sidewalks, and utilities and so on. 

Senator Fuienver. Sidewalks and things of that kind are included. 

Colonel Myers. Yes. 

General Notp. Then it includes the Government costs, all expenses 
of design and so on. 

Senator Corpon. That is down near where it ought to be, now. 

Senator Ecron. Does that construction include basements or not / 

General Noun. Generally it includes tasements, yes, and in the 
Southwest and Tropics it is on a slab. 

Senator Ecron. Is that basement square footage figured in with the 
$153 / 

General Noup. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ecron. I mean that isn’t charged against the over-all costs, 
is it? 

General Noip. You are right, sir. 

Senator Ecron. It comes in like installing the telephone and the 
sidewalks and so on. 

General Noip. That is right. 


CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS 


Senator Younc. Have vou ever tried to let contracts and bids to 
a local contractor for the construction of the houses? 
General Timpertake. They are. They are all done that way. 
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Senator Corvon. That is the experience with the Corps of Engi 
neers, and finally we had to put a statutory limit on the cost. 

General Timpercake. Our construction agency is the Corps of En- 
gineers in the sense that they are our contracting agency and the actual 
bids or the actual contracts are put out to private contractors and 
constructors. 

Senator Younec. Somehow we are going to have to get these costs 
down. 

General Timpertake. Senator, in our costing, we are asking for the 
funds that we actually feel are needed to build these buildings and 
we don’t have anything plus in there at all. We feel that the Con 
gress wants to build the buildings and we go to our best estimators, 
the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Corvon. The Congress wants to build what is necessary but 
it does not want built, for instance, laundry facilities which the evi- 
dence this morning indicated were wholly unnecessary, one of them 
representing one- half million dollars, and that sort of thing, and that 
is what we are up against. 

Senator Haypven. Are there any further questions? 

Senator E.ttenper. General, since you brought up the question of 
the $13 per square foot, I wonder if you could put in the record for 
us a breakdown of that $13 and how much money is actually spent for 
the house itself. 

General Noip. We will be glad to do that, Senator. 

Senator ELLtenper. And how much for the sewage and things that 
are not connected with the building of the house itself ? 

General Notp. We will be glad to put that in, and we will put in 
the percentage of design, and so on. 

Senator E.renper. Thank you. 

Senator Haypen. You will do that, then. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

The breakdown of the estimated cost of $13 per square foot for family housing 
is as follows: 


House ee — ELS OS So ow $10. 40 
Utilities____. ’ : 1. 20 
Government costs (including supe rvision, design, etc.) —_—- ’ . 90 
Range, refrigerator and telephone VETS SSE 2) LSS Aa Ee Sap eee . 50 

Total 2 , oun putin 13. 00 


OLMSTEAD AIR FORCE BASE, PA. 
(See also pp. 333 to 338) 

General Timpertake. The last subject we have to present a case 
on is the Lancaster Olmstead Depot, and we have the commanding 
general of the Olmstead Air Depot here. As you know, the Appro- 
priations Committee of the House took that particular item out of our 
request. I would like to call on General McDonald to justify to vour 
committee putting it back in the bill. 

Senator Corpon. May I ask you where in the House report that is 
referred to? 

General Timpertake. That is on page 208, about midway down the 
page. 

General McDonatp. My name is Thomas B. McDonald, brigadier 
general, United States Air Force, commanding the Middletown air 
material area. 
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Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, in preface to my remarks regarding 
this facility which is carried in your bill as a Middletown item, I be- 
lieve, I would like to state that the facility at Middletown previous 
to, during, and since the last war has accomplished a very important 
job for the United States Air Force. In addition to its supply respon- 
sibilities, it has performed overhaul of engines, and accessories, various 
items of equipment, instruments, vehicles, and aircraft used during 
the last war with relatively low performance, as you know, when 
compared with today’s modern combat airplane. And this facility 
at Middletown was, during that period, adequate to take care of those 
types of airplanes. However, the facility is completely inadequate 
to take care of the present combat and heavy transport airplanes. To 
take care of the present combat airplanes 





OPPOSITION BY LOCAL INTERESTS 


Senator Corpon. Would you mind my interruption there? In view 
of the fact that the House rested its denial of the funds upon the fact 
that there was some controversy, unsettled controversy with local 
interests involved, if you would tell us about that I think that then we 
can better evaluate your general description of the utility and what 
you want to do with it. 

General McDona.p. I will be glad to do that, Senator. We feel that 
there is a high degree of concurrence with our plans in the Lancaster 
area. I believe that it was told to the House committee by a repre- 
sentative of the chamber of commerce of Lancaster that 19 civic, labor, 
and veterans organizations in Lancaster in addition to the chamber of 
commerce had by one means or another gone definitely on record as 
favoring the proposal. 

On the opposite side of the ledger, a Mr. James Cleland, who is a 
resident I believe of Lennox, which is a town just north of Lancaster, 
and who is the president of the Fidelity Electric Co., some time ago 
offered to lead any people who might be interested in voicing an ob- 
jection. We understand from the newspaper accounts that a meeting 
was held in that area attended by several hundred people for discus- 
sion purposes. I don’t mean to imply that several hundred people 
were opposed to it, they simply attended the meeting to the best of our 
knowledge. Then, subsequently, Mr. Cleland, I believe appeared be- 
fore the House Appropriations Committee in opposition to this. We 
feel that that opposition is understandable, apparently most of the 
people that are involved in this meeting were farmers in that dis- 
trict. There is no denying it, the area in Lancaster does include some 
very rich farming land. However, I personally feel as the commander 
in that area that we have achieved or the community has achieved a 
high degree of concurrence with our plan. There is some opposition 
but no organized groups that I have any knowledge of have voiced 
anything but support for the plan. Does than answer your question, 
sir? 

Senator Haypen. Does it mean the noise and disturbance caused by 
the air activities there, that the community objects to, or does it mean 
that you are taking off the tax roll valuable private property ? 

General McDonatp. I don’t believe the noise and the disturbance 
factor is involved, sir. That is what I gather from reading the news- 
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paper accounts of this meeting and so forth. Some concern is evi- 
denced about the diversion of farm property to military purposes. 

Senator Haypen. How many acres are involved in that 

General McDona.p. It is approximately—may I go off the record 
on that ? 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Haypen. That is a very rich farming area, is it not? 

General McDona.p. That is right. 

Senator Tuyer. Is that the picture that is on the chart over there? 

General McDona.p. No, that is a picture of our present base at 
Middletown, which I will describe later. 

Senator Haypen. Is it absolutely necessary to take this farming 
land ? 

General McDonatp. We feel that it is, if we are to achieve certain 
objectives which we have. We have established certain definite 
criteria for the selection of a base, and with your indulgence I would 
like to give those criteria to you. 

Senator Corvon. Do you want this off the record ¢ 

General McDonaxp. This might be on the record as far as I am con- 
cerned, sir. 

Senator Hayppn. It is really important to you to demonstrate to 
this committee that you need as much as 3,000 acres of very valuable 
farming land in Pennsylvania? 

General McDonatp. I understand that and I think that I am in a 
posit ion to do that. 

Senator Haypen. You may proceed. 


FACTORS OF SITE SELECTION 


General McDonavp. The criteria for selection are as follows: We 
feel that flat terrain is necessary. The selected area must be without 
obstructions so that we may operate under all weather conditions, all 
types of modern combat airplanes. We must get them in and out of 
there if we are to keep our combatant elements of the Air Force 
operating at maximum effectiveness without delays, and we must get 
them in and out without delay, and we must also get our cargo air- 
planes in and out of there under all weather conditions. Excellent 
transportation must be available. The selected area must be serviced 
by high capacity rail and motor transport facilities. Air traffic in the 
area must not be congested, and we feel that we must stay away from 
the highly congested areas around Washington and Baltimore and 
Philadelphia, and in New York. We must have the field in close prox- 
imity to Middletown. That is our base that we are presently oper- 
ating, and which we will continue to operate. 

Senator Haypen. What is the distance ¢ 

General McDonavp. It is approximately 30 miles, sir. 

Senator Haypen. The communication then is by air or highway. 

General McDona.p. Highway. There is a very fine highway sys- 
tem between Middletown and the Lancaster area. We have a great 
number of people working on airplanes at Middletown right now, 
and we feel since it is necessary for us to close that field for all airplane 
work that we must have a facility where the Air Force will not lose 
the skills and the people which we now have working on other than 
modern combat airplanes at Middletown. In other words, what we 
would like to have is a place close enough so that those people can 
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change their work location, but will not necessarily have to change 
their home, so that it is just a matter of reporting to the new facility 
rather than reporting to the old. 

Senator Corvon. I note here in the hearings a statement, which was 
made this morning also— 


Among other criteria given us were for the location of these bases that have 
adequate housing and school facilities. 


and this statement appears on page 536: 


There is presently a serious housing shortage and a serious shortage of school 
positions in the county, and good reason to question where the county could 
even come close to correcting this situation. 

General McDonatp. May I point out in answer to that, that this 
activity that we are talking about is primarily manned by civilians. 
We have our military complement there, but the vast majority of the 
people which operate this facility are civilian personnel. 

Senator Gorpon. They have still got to live in a house and send 
their children to school. 

General McDonatp, That is right, and we feel that since the pro- 
posed site is in the center of a large population area such as Reading 
and Lancaster and Lebanon and Columbia, that we will be able to 
draw from that entire population area enough people so that any re- 
quirement for construction of additional housing, schools, and so forth 
will be minimized. I don’t say that there will not be some require- 
ment but we think that it will be at a very minimum rate. 

Senator Exitenper. Have you considered building this facility im 
some other area? 

General McDonavp. We have considered that, sir, in areas which 
are relatively close to Middletown. 

Senator Evitenper. Is it necessary that it be close to Middletown ¢ 

General McDonatp. We think that it is, sir, yes; because of the 
factors just mentioned about continuous employment for these several 
thousand people without dispossessing them from their homes and so 
forth, and also and perhaps just as important, we feel that if it is 
close to Middletown we will be able to operate it under single man- 
agement and achieve certain very definite economies in single manage- 
ment of the facility at Lancaster and at Olmsted. We also feel, I 
might add, that the labor pool in this general area is so large that we 
will be able to fill out our complement of civilian personnel without 
any serious impact on established industry in the entire area. 


NECESSITY OF INSTALLATION 


Senator Tre. Why is the installation necessary, General ¢ 

General McDonatp. The necessity of the installation is directly re- 
lated to the 95-group wing program which has been authorized by 
the Congress. 

Senator Tuye. Is this a fighter unit? 

General McDonaxp. This is not, this is an air depot which has the 
responsibility of handling all of the supplies required for all of the 
Air Force units in the northeastern part of the United States, and that 
is depot level of supplies. It has the responsibility of maintaining or 
doing depot level overhaul of all of the equipment used by the Air 
Force in this part of the country. We also are in direct support of 
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our Air Force units in the European theater. It is the responsibility 
of Middletown to monitor all supply support for our organizations, as 
I just stated, in Europe. 

Olmstead at the present time is closed to all modern combat air- 
planes. We cannot allow them to operate there because of the limita- 
tions on our flying field, and the flying field is just not expansible— 
it cannot be expanded because of certain terrain limitations. We 
must, we feel, have an installation in the northeast part of the United 
States which is capable of handling the tremendous logistic and mainte- 
nance business which is related to your 95-wing program. 


LOCATION OF OLMSTEAD AIR FORCE BASE 


Senator Corvon. Where is this located, generally ¢ 

General McDonatp. Well, the Lancaster facilities you mean, sir? 

Senator Corpon. Yes. 

General McDona.p. It is in the general area of the Lancaster com- 
munity. Now, if that does not answer your question specifically, 
I will go further. 

Senator Corpon. This will answer it. “It is a mile northwest of 
Middletown, Pa., the Olmstead Air Force Base.” Now, how far 
away would this installation be from that area ¢ 

General McDonavp. From the Middletown area, it would be approx- 
imately 30 miles, sir. ‘That is the road distance between the town of 
Middletown, and we are immediately adjacent to that town and the 
center of Lancaster. 

Senator Corpon. Do you have rail transportation at this proposed 
base ¢ 

General McDona.p. The main line of the Pennsylvania Railroad 
goes right through Lancaster, and the Reading Railroad is north of 
Lancaster, with an interchange line between the two railroads. 

Senator Corpon. How far is the proposed base from those railroads ¢ 

General McDona.p. It is within easy construction distance. The 
general area—we don’t anticipate in that general area any difficulty 
In connection. 

Senator Corpvon. Well, tell me how far it is, and I will use my 
judgment on it. 

Chairman McKetiar. How many miles is it ? 

Senator Corvon. Is it miles or feet or what / 

General McDonavp. There is no specific site location picked out 
right now, sir, and we have the land adjacent to the Lancaster area in 
mind without having pin-pointed the exact site. 

Senator Corpon. You do not know where it is to be located, where 
it would be—within | mile or 10 miles from a railroad, and you must 
have some general idea in mind or these people would not be objecting. 

General McDonaxp. Sir, until we pin point the site, why I am not 
qualified —— 

Senator Corpon. You can pin point it within 10 miles for me. 

General McDonatp. I would say it is easily within 10 miles of the 
railroad, 

Senator Corpon. That is something. 

General McDona.p. Yes, sir. 
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RAILROAD FACILITIES 


Chairman McKetiar. What sort of transportation would you use 
between the railroads and the place if it is 10 miles from the railroad ? 

General McDonaxp. It would be within that, sir, and we certainly 
would not put this amount of money into a location where we didn’t 
have reasonable access to main railroad facilities. I don’t anticipate 
personally if,the Congress approves this, or if the Senate approves it, 
that will be an unreasonable cost for that item. 

Senator McKeiiar, Any other questions‘ If not, gentlemen, we 
will take the next witness. 

General McDonaup. We feel this is a critical silitary necessity 
item, and unless we started immediately to construc. the wareliousing 
and the repair facilities needed to support all of taese airplanes we 
are buying relating to the 95-wing program, that it will have signifi- 
cant effect on the ability of the Air Force to keep these aircraft combat 
operational. 

General Asensio. I would like to highlight one critical factor here, 
which has not received as much emphasis as it might. The reason for 
requiring this additional air facility is primarily because of the fact 
that the runways cannot physically be extended at Olmsted Air 
Force base to accommodate the new types of aircraft. Under those 
conditions we cannot take the aircraft which are now coming in to 
the inventory into Olmsted for the servicing that is required. That 
is the primary reason for considering another location. 

Then, associated with that we do not wish to forfeit our investment 
at Olmsted by locating too far away. 

Senator Corvox. Do you have any other location for this type of 
storage and servicing of this partciular type of plane in the East ¢ 

General McDonavp, I think that I can say unequivoecably; no, sir, 
we do not have. 

Senator Corvon. Where is the closest one ? 

General McDona.p. I don’t believe that there is any. 

General Tranertake. There is one at Warner-Robbins. 

General McDona.p. They have their problems and I believe there 
are some construction items for those places which would indicate 
very definitely that they have a deficiency, so I personally do not know 
of any place where we could make up this deficiency other than in the 
appropriat ion item. 

Senator Corvon. Your answer awhile ago that you did not have 
this thing pin-pointed, of course, could mean a lot of things, and you 
have got it pin-pointed at least to the extent that there is certain 
terrain in that area that is usable for the purpose that you need, and 
there can’t be too much of it and where is it, where is the acreage that 
you need with reference to rail transportation ¢ 

General McDonap. May I go off the record, sir? 

(Discussion eff the record.) 


BREAKDOWN OF PROJECT COSTS 


Senator Corvon. What is the total cost of the project now? 

General Myers. The $7,779,000, sir, is made up of funds for the land, 
at the Lancaster site and for facilities at Olmstead itself. The land 
acquisition is the only item that we have asked for at this time for 
Lancaster. 
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Senator Corvon. That is what I wanted to get at, at this time, how 
much is that installation going to cost you. 

General Myers. The installation at Lancaster will cost us—— 

Senator Corvon. This is the one that you are asking this money for. 

General Myers. Roughtly $60 million, about $60.2 million. 

Chairman McKe iar. You are going to keep one at Olmstead and 
one at Lancaster ¢ 

General McDona.p. It is essential if we are to keep these modern 
airplanes operating, to construct a jet engine overhaul plant. We feel 
that doing it at Middletown with the facilities which are obsolescent 
for aircraft is making a maximum utilization of the investment we 
already have at Middletown. We also at Middletown must construct 
additional warehousing and related utilities in order to meet our 
requirements of the 95-wing program. 

Senator Corpon. And there is no other place within an equivalent 
distance of Middletown which would satisfy your requirements / 

General McDonavp. There is no other place. 

Senator Ecron. Would you care to indicate generally about how 
many aircraft would be based in Lancaster? 

General McDonatp. We have based at Lancaster simply our own 
internally required airplanes. Now, there is no tactical organization 
to be based there, and there is no military air transport organization 
to be based there, and we will simply have a very, very few airplanes, 
I would say in the neighborhood of, I will make an estimate of 25. 

Senator ELtenper. You mean at your present site? 

General McDonatp. At both sites included. We would not have 
more than 25 airplanes there, but we would have many more airplanes 
undergoing repair there which were not assigned and they would 
come in for repair and fly back to their tactical organization. 

Senator Ettenper. You mean at your present site, where your air- 
port now is? 

General McDonatp. When we have Lancaster in our possession, 
there will be no airplanes based at our present site, the flying field 
there will be closed. 

Senator Ettenper. What are you going to do with the land? 

General McDonaup. The land will be utilized for the construction 
of these warehouses and the construction of a vehicle and power 
ground equipment shop, and for related functions. When I say re- 
lated, I mean we must have open storage for vehicles which are in 
for repair and preliminary to repair. 

Chairman McKetiar. How many acres have you there in the whole 
place ¢ 

General McDonatp. I am not familiar with that exact figure. 

General Myers. In Middletown we have 514 acres. 

Senator Ettenper. Are you going to need all of that acreage? 

General McDonatp. At Olmsted, we have definite need of it, sir. 

Chairman McKetiar. Are there any other questions? 


DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PROPOSED SITES 


Mr. Dickinson. Mr. Chairman, for the record I would like to say 
that the day before vesterday the Secretary of the Air Force received 
a letter from Senator Duff, enclosing a letter from a Mr. Steinman 
whom I believe to be a publisher in that area, suggesting a specific 








60 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


site in Lancaster, and because of the terrain features of that site 
and because of its location the costs and the engineering costs in that 
site would be too high, I mean higher than our estimates here, and 
secondly, we would not be able to fly planes into that site under all 
weather conditions, because it is a location on a river and in addition 
to the fact that the approaches are impeded by hills. I did want to 
get that on the record, because I have not had an opportunity to reply 
directly to Senator Duff. 

Chairman McKetuar. Is that not remarkable that “there are two 
sites, each 18 miles from each other; and how many miles apart are 
they ? 

(Seneral McDonap. Thev are about 30 miles apart. 

Chairman McKetiar. You say there is a difference in weather 
conditions. 

Mr. Dickrvson. No, sir: there is the terrain features, the hills 
surrounding this particular location are such that we cannot fly in 
under all conditions, and so forth. 

General McDonatp. Jnst across the Susquehanna River from our 
present base there is a hill, with an elevation of about 1,000 feet, and 
that means that we cannot use GCA at our present location, so that 
we cannot bring airplanes in there when the clouds are lower than 
1.000 feet above the runways. Now, for modern-day operation that 
is completely unacceptable, and in addition, of course, we cannot 
bring airplanes in there because the modern jets and bombers simply 
will not fit into the field. 

(Chairman McKewiar. Are there any further questions? 

General Troweertake. That concludes the subjects we wanted to 
bring hefore the committee. We are prepared to answer any ques- 
tions that the committee might have. 


UNAUTHORIZED PROJECTS 


Senator Cornon. T have one, Mr. Chairman. Are there any sites 
for which appropriation has been asked here which are unauthorized 
sites with respect to the act of Congress approved September 28 of 
this vear 

General TimpertakKe. No, sir. 

Senator Cornon. There was one site included in the original re 
quests, was there not ! 

General TraerernaAKe. Can I correct that and this is rather com- 
plicated. There are three changes that were made before the House 
Appropriations Committees which moved facilities from one installa- 
tion to the other. One of those is a new site. That is Sioux City. 
Iowa, and we mentioned that earlier this morning. Now, the House 
Appropriations Committee wrote in the language of the bill, author- 
ization and appropriation for us to continue with that, because they 
had understood from the legislative committees that they would take 
action to authorize at a later date, and we have had a hearing and it 
has been reported out of the House Armed Services Committee. The 
Senate Armed Services Committee has not heard us on those par 
ticular three stations. 

Senator Corvon. There are three of them. 

General TroeertaKe- Yes, but it only involves one new one. 
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General Asensio. The information appears at the bottom of page 
208 and the top of page 209 in the committee print of the House, 

Senator Corpon. It is difficult to reconcile those changes with the 
testimony that you gave in the first instance in the findings of the two 
legislative committees of the Congress after long and careful exami 
nation, and reexamination, and submission to special committees, and 
so forth, which preceded the authorization itself, and it would appear 
that if all of that type of investigation, examination, and reexamiina 
tion, and so forth, couldn't furnish you with adequate information for 
a settled determination, we are not in a very good position to believe 
that the rest of them are based upon a sound judgment. 

General Timpertake. Senator Cordon, may | reply to that, sir. In 
two of these instances circumstances beyond our control indicated that 
we could not make the proper deal with the communities. At Fresno, 
Calif., where just as we had completed our hearings and authoriza- 
tions we received a letter from the city council stating that they did 
not want the Air Force at that city at that field. That is one of them. 
So we looked to see where we could go and save funds at the same 
time or the same amount of funds. We decided to move the unit from 
there and put it on the Travis Air Force Base, which is there at Fair- 
field, Calif., half way between Sacramento and San Francisco. We 
were able to make that exchange at the saving of some $2.5 million. 

Senator Corpon. The question then naturally arises in my mind, 
Why did you not choose that in the first place and save the $2.5 million, 
and after a year of study now you find that you can do that, and 
cannot there be some place where we can say that an investigation 
complete ¢ 

General TrmpertAke. Mr. Cordon, if we had our “druthers,” we 
would rather go to Hammer Field, and it was our first choice because 
we do not like to concentrate a great number of aircraft on one base. 
We are accepting that risk because we were pushed out literally of 
Fresno and we had to find a station for that base, and we think 

Senator Corpon. And it had to be in California ? 

General Timpernake. No, sir; we examined other stations, and we 
found that we could best do it at this station. We examined other 
existing stations, and found it would cost more and we are fortunate 
in having a large apron area at Travis, which is largely responsible 
for this saving. 

Senator Corpon. What were the other reasons ? 

General TreerLAke. The other circumstance was the Friendship 
International Airport at Baltimore. With the urgency to get this 
construction underway and have a facility, we looked around to see 
vhere a runway was in existence that we did not have to build. So 
we planned to go to Friendship Municipal Airport owned by the city 
of Baltimore, and it is presently so. We could not make satisfactory 
operating agreements with the city of Baltimore and upon admonish- 
ment by the House Armed Services Committee that we not go into 
that area unless we did have a satisfactory agreement, we requested 
that we be permitted to change that installation and function to an 
existing Air Force permanent base. 

Senator Corvon. Where ? 

General TrmeerLAker. That is McGuire Air Force Base at Fort Dix, 
N. J. It isa very fine operation. The reason we did not go there in 
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the first place is largely because we were negotiating for additional 
land. We have — of that land now that has been transferred to us 
or will be transferred to us from the Department of the Army, 450 
acres. 
7ENERAL PROVISIONS 
INDEPENDENT OFFICES 
INLAND WATERWAYS CORPORATION 
AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Chairman McKeuiar. I would like to insert in the record a state- 
ment by Senator Butler of Nebraska with a request for an amendment 
to exempt the Inland Waterways Corporation from the so-called 
Jensen amendment which is section 605 of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act for 1952. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT By SENATOR HuGH BUTLER REQUESTING EXEMPTION OF THE INLAND 
WATERWAYS CorRPORATION FROM PROVISIONS OF THE JENSEN AMENDMENT 


I have just learned that the Inland Waterways Corportion which operates the 
Federal Barge Line will be seriously hampered in its operations if the Jensen 
amendment (section 605 of Public Law 137) is applied to it. I, therefore, want 
to urge the committee that the Corporation be specifically exempt from the ap- 
plication of this amendment. 

During this period of mobilization for defense one of our most difficult prob- 
lems is to maintain in operation adequate transportation facilities to handle the 
flow of goods from one part of the Nation to another. The Inland Waterways 
Corporation performs a vital function in this respect since it carries freight 
over many miles of waterways that are not served by any other means. It is 
particularly essential to us in Omaha. 

The operation of a barge line is fundamentally different in character from 
the operation of the average Government bureau. <A certain number of men 
must be employed to perform any given transportation operation. If insufficient 
men are available, certain shipments of freight simply cannot be made. 

It is my information that if the Jensen amendment is applied to the Federal 
Barge Line, some of the boats will simply have to be tied up. This will result 
in delay of essential freight or in requiring that the freight be moved on the al- 
ready overcrowded railroad systems of the country. 

It will also result in a direct loss in revenue to the Federal Barge Lines far 
greater than the savings in expenses that will come from laying off men. There 
is no economy in tying up boats at a time when we need the service of every 
usaWe piece of equipment. 

I am informed that for the last 10 days 2,600 tons of steel destined for Omaha 
have been waiting at St. Louis and that the Omaha consignees cannot get ship- 
ment on it. There are about 2 million bushels of grain waiting for shipment 
for which service has not yet been secured. As of today, the first barge is on 
its Way up now to pick up a bargeload of grain. 

These instances serve to indicate how urgent it is to maintain this service 
in operation. 

It is particularly important to recognize that no appropriation from the 
Treasury is involved in this case. In this case the Jensen amendment places a 
limitation on the authority of the Corporation to use its own funds and removal 
of this limitation would simply permit the Corporation to apply more of its own 
funds for the purpose of maintaining and expanding its revenues. 

For these reasons I very much hope the committee will see fit to exempt the 
Corporation from application of the amendment, since in this particular case 
the limitation serves no useful purpose. 


Chairman McKettar. Are there any other questions, gentlemen ‘ 
If not, we are very much obliged to you, gentlemen. 

General TimpBertake. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

(Whereupon, at 4:15 p. m., Friday, October 12, 1951, the com- 
mittee recessed until 10:30 a. m., Saturday, October 13, 1951.) 
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SATURDAY, OCTOBER 13, 1951 


Unritep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:30 a. m., in room F-37, 
the Capitol, Senator Kenneth McKellar, chairman, presiding. 
Present: Senators McKellar, Hayden, O'Mahoney, Ellender, Rob- 
ertson, Ferguson, Cordon, Saltonstall, Young, Knowland, and Ecton. 


MILITARY PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


STATEMENT OF J. M. FIELDS, VICE PRESIDENT, TRAFFIC, ATLANTIC 
COAST LINE RAILROAD CO. 


RAILROAD SPUR FROM CAMP LEJEUNE TO CHERRY POINT, N. C., 
(See also p. 283.) 


Chairman McKetxiar. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Fields, 1 see you have a prepared statement. Do you desire 
to put your statement in the record, and then give us the highlights? 

Mr. Frevps. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF J. M. FIevps, Vice PRESIDENT, TRAFFIC, ATLANTIC Coast LINE 
RAILROAD Co. 


Public Law 564, Eighty-first Congress (S. 2440), approved June 17, 1950, 
authorized the Marine Corps to construct a railroad spur from Camp Lejeune 
to Cherry Point, N. C., a distance of approximately 30 miles, at a cost which had 
been estimated in early 1949 at $3,000,000. The item is included in H. R. 5650. 

The map made a part of this statement shows in yellow the approximate loca- 
tion of the proposed railroad spur in relation to existing lines of railroad of 
Atiantic Coast Line Railroad (red lines), Atlantic & East Carolina Railway 

green lines), and Norfolk Southern Railroad (black lines). As illustrated by 
this map, a railroad line such as that proposed would closely parallel the rails of 
the New Bern-Jacksonville segment of the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad’s New 
Bern-Wilmington line. 

Since no authorization had been requested by the Department of Defense for 
construction of this proposed railroad spur, the item was not included in H. R. 
7008 as originally introduced in the House, but the project was included in S. 2440 
as result of an amendment on the floor of the Senate. 

In a hearing before the House Armed Services Committee on H. R. 7008 and 
S. 2440 to authorize certain construction at military and naval installations, 
and for other purposes, General Hill, Quartermaster General, United States 
Marine Corps, testified to the effect that if the Atlantic Coast Line were to 
repair its line between Jacksonville and New Bern there would be no need or 
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necessity for the proposed Government road, and that if repairs and improve- 
ments were made to the Jacksonville-New Bern line he would not advocate the 
building of the proposed railroad spur from Camp Lejeune to Cherry Point. Gen- 
eral Hill’s statements to that effect are recorded on page 5824, Document 180, 
dated February 8, 1950, in the following language: 

“The CHAIRMAN. All right. Now, if the Atlantic Coast Line did repair that, 
would there be any need or necessity for this road? 

“General Hitt. There would not, sir. 

“The CHAIRMAN. Then you made the statement—did you not?—that if the 
railroad company would fix up its railroad from Jacksonville to New Bern you 
would not be advocating the building of this road from Camp Lejeune to Cherry 
Point? 

“General Hiri. That is correct, sir. 

“The CHAIRMAN. And the reason why you are advocating it is due to the fact 
that the railroad will not maintain the road from Jacksonville to New Bern? 

“General Hiri. Yes, sir. 

“The CHAIRMAN. Is that it? Wait one minute. Is that correct? 

“General Hitt. Yes, sir.” 

As a result of conference held by Chairman Vinson in his office June 9, 1950, 
with General Hill and Coast Line representatives (namely, Mr. C. G. Sibley, 
assistant vice president; Mr. Thomas Fuller, executive general agent; and m) 
self), Mr. C. MeD. Davis, president, Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co., committed 
the Coast Line to relay the line between Jacksonville and New Bern with heavier 
(S5-pound) rail and otherwise recondition the road; to strengthen the bridge 
over Trent River on the line near Pollocksville, so as to place the line in condi 
tion for carrying maximum wheel loads operating over any portion of the At 
lantic Coast Line Railroad system, and to improve the alinement of Coast Line's 
portion of the interchange track with Atlantic & East Carolina Railway at New 
Bern, so as to facilitate the interehange of freight and passenger equipment 
which it may be necessary to handle over such track, and to complete the im 
provements within a period of 6 months from June 15, 1950. Pursuant to the 
avreement reached at that conference, Mr. Vinson, as chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee, addressed letter to Mr. C. McD. Davis, under date 
of June 15, 1950, as per copy accompanying this statement, advising that: 

“There is herewith enclosed a copy of my letter to the Secretary of Defense 
relating to S. 2440, the military-construction bill. 

“You will note that it is the position of this committee that if the Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad Co. completes certain enumerated improvements on its line 
hetween Jacksonville, N. C.. and New Bern, N. C., no funds should be made 
available for the construction of a parallel line by the Marine Corps between 
Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point.” 

The “enumerated improvements” listed by Mr. Vinson were contained in his 
letter of June 15, 1950, addressed to the Secretary of Defense, as per copy of 
that letter also made a part of this memorandum. 

For the information of this committee, conformed copies of Mr. C. MeD. Davis’ 
letters June 17, 1950, to Mr. Vinson and the Secretary of Defense, and copy of 
Mr. Davis’ further letter June 18, 1950. to Mr. Vinson, are presented as further 
evidence of the agreement reached and the substantial improvements which Coast 
Line, in good faith, obligated itself to undertake pursuant to the assurance given 
that upon accomplishment of such improvements within the time limit specified 
no funds should be made available for the construction of a parallel line by the 
Marine Corps between Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point. 

On June 27, 1950, the Deputy Secretary of Defense wrote Mr. C. McD. Davis, 
referring to the agreement of the Coast Line to meet the conditions laid down by 
the chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, as follows (as per copy 
of that letter and conformed copy of Mr. Davis’ reply June 29, 1950, also presented 
for convenient reference by this committee) : 

“Because of Secretary Johnson's absence on an inspection trip to the Pacific 
area, the reply to your letters to him of June 17 and June 18 is incorporated with 
my answer to your letter to me of June 17. 

“The agreement reached in the conference held in the office of Chairman Vinson 
of the House Armed Services Committee on June 9 indicates progress in the 
solution of a problem which has faced the Marine Corps for several years : That of 
providing adequate transportation to Marine activities at Camp Lejeune and 
Cherry Point, N. C. Your agreement to provide improved rail transportation 
facilities which would avoid the necessity of the construction of a Government- 
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owned parallel rail line enables us to utilize funds, made available for defense 
purposes, for combat-type activities. It is also in line with our desire not t 
develop facilities which properly can be provided through private enterprise 

“We appreciate the speed with which you are acting to implement the agres 
ment and the time schedule which you have set for completion of the project 
As a result of your action, no funds will be requested or allocated to this project 
from our fiscal-year-1951 funds, nor do our fiseal-year-1952 plans, which are pres 
ently being formulated, provide any allocation of funds to this project You are 
correct, however, in assuming that this project will be included in the report t 
be made to the Congress as to authorized projects for which funds for completion 
have not been appropriated 

“Your plans call for completion by the end of this calendar year of the proje 


1 at that time the matter will e taken un wit] 


covered by the agree ent n 
the chairman of the House Armed Services Committee and the Marine Corps; 
and, if the facilities provided meet the terms of the agreement to provide in 
proved rail facilities to meet requirements of the Marine Corps, consideration 
will be given to requesting early rescission of the authorization provided in 
S. 2440 for construction of the railroad spur between Camp Lejeune and Cherr 


Point, N. ¢ 

The Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co. rebuilt its railroad line between Jackson 
ville, N. C., and New Bern, N. C., a distance of approximately 35 miles, and other- 
wise complied with all of the conditions outlined in Mr. Vinson’s letter of Jun 
15. 1950, to the Secretary of Defense. within the | rescribed time limit of G6 months 


from June 15, 1950, at cost of $336.000. Coast Line voluntarily also has gone 


further beyond the scope of that agreement 
now engaged in a program of accomplishing certain additional improvements 
to the Wilmington-Jacksonville-New Bern line, consisting of the application of 
gravel ballast all the way between Wilmington and New Bern, and the installa 
i i (for use in lieu of tele 


to extent of having made and being 


tion of telephone train-dispatching and message circuits 
graph circuits) between Wilmington and Jacksonville and between J aeksonvill 
and New Bern. The improved communication system, which will be connected 
with the two existing lines maintained by the Government, one between Coast 


Line’s station and Jacksonville and the Transportation Office at Camp Lejeun 
ral Telephone Exchange and the 


and the other between the Marine Base Central 

Junction of the Marine Base spur with the Jacksonville-New Bern main track 
the handling of special trains and other heavy 
military movements to and from Camp Lejeune, in that it will enable Coast Link 


personnel to communicate by telephone from Wilmington or any station on the 
t fl Marine Base 


Wilmington-Jacksonville-New Bern line with any office at the 
General Hill has made the statement in my presence that 
rman Vinson of the Committee on Armed Services, House Of 


at mile post 51, will facilitate 


Coast Line made a 


commitment to Chai 
Representatives, which 
ment of the interchange 
Railway at New Bern, N. ¢ so 


t could not fulfill with respect to improving the aline 
track between Coast Line and Atlantic & East Carolina 
is to facilitate the interchange of any freight 


and passenger equipment which it may be necessary to handle over such tracl 
The fact is that the interchange track is a joint track of Coast Line and Atlantic 
& East Carolina Railway nd that Coast Line committed itself on to ty) 


extent that it possibly could commit itself, and that is to improve the aline 


ment of Coast Line’s portion of the interchange track Coast L as even 
gone beyond that commit ent t > CONSTTUCTION 0 a segment of i ew 
interchange track up to the Atlantic & Est irolina property line, and ther 

remains only the necessity of construct by Atlantic & East Carolina of 
a short segment on its propert evond Coast Line to complete the new joint 
interchange track Although the Marine Corps officers insisted upon an im 
provement in the existing interchange facilities, I understand that thev have not 


even requested Atlantic & East Carolina to complete construction of its portion 
of the new interchange track, which is only a short segment and can be con 
structed by it at comparatively small expense 

Hlouse Armed Services 


‘ 


At hearing before the Subcommittee on Appropriatior 
Committee, on September 28, 1951, in effort to settle 
matter at New Bern to satisfaction of the Marine Corps, I offered 
new interchange track on that portion of Atlantic 


the il tere hange trac kk 
at expense ot 
Coast Line to complete the «& 
East Carolina’s property at estimated cost of $2,500 if Atlantic & East Carolina 
would furnish Coast Line proper easement for right-of-way on its property ft 
accomplish that purpose. Officers of Atlantic & East Carolina declined to permit 
Coast Line to complete construction of the new interchange track even at Coast 
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Line's expense unless Atlantic & East Carolina be permitted to participate via 
New Bern in freight traffic moving to and from Camp Lejeune (statements by 
Mr. L. O. Todd, general auditor and treasurer, as reported at pp. 1311 and 1312 
of printed transcript of hearing before a subcommittee of the Committee on 
Appropriations, House of Representatives). Coast Line is not agreeable to per- 
mitting Atlantic & East Carolina to participate with Coast Line in freight traffic 
to and from Camp Lejeune, as to do so would deprive Coast Line of revenue 
on the freight traffic it now satisfactorily handles to and from Camp Lejeune. 

It was our understanding until early this year that, Coast Line having fulfilled 
the conditions agreed upon as outlined in the exchanges with Chairman Vinson 
and the Secretary of Defense in June 1950, the question of the Government's 
building a duplicate line had been dropped, and that we could expect rescission of 
the authorization provided in S. 2440 for that project. However, we are advised 
that such authorization has not been rescinded and that Mr. Matthews, Secretary 
of the Navy, wrote Chairman Vinson under date of April 17, 1951, advising that, 
since the Secretary of Defense had directed that previously authorized but un- 
appropriated projects be included in the fiscal-year-1952 request for funds, it was 
the intention of the Department of the Navy to so include the project for the 
construction of the Camp Lejeune-Cherry Point railroad. 

If the proposed railroad from Camp Lejeune to Cherry Point were constructed, 
the Marine Corps would obviously undertake to make maximum use of that 
Government-owned facility in the transportation of freight and passenger 
traffic to and from Camp Lejeune by diverting to it substantially all of the 
traffic which now moves via Coast Line. The result of such a diversion of 
traffic from Coast Line would be that the remaining traffic on Coast Line’s 
Wilmington-New Bern line doubtless would be insufficient to enable its continued 
operation except at a substantial loss, and Coast Line probably would have 
no alternative but to materially curtail the present service afforded by Coast 
Line. Even if the line were to be continued, it would be secondary or stand-by 
to that of the Government line, and certainly the present service afforded by 
Coast Line could no longer be justified. 

In times of unusual activities involving unusual movements of troops and 
freight traffic to and from Camp Lejeune, urgent demands naturally develop for 
special railroad service. As an illustration of such urgent demands and the 
prompt and effective action of Coast Line in meeting such demands, I will explain 
just two situations in the early days of unusual activities at Camp Lejeune occa- 
sioned by the Korean situation. On the morning of July 25, 1950, Coast Line was 
advised by telephone of proposed freight movements from Camp Lejeune of 12 
trains covered by MI-2928 to MI-2939, inclusive, to start moving July 27, 1950, 
and the last train to be cleared by July 29, 1950. Our information was that 200 
flatears and 435 boxcars would be needed, and that 100 of these were to be placed 
at Camp Lejeune that same night. All of the necessary equipment was assembled 
and the movement was accomplished in six trains moved out within the time limit 
set by the Marine Corps. 

Because of the extensive operations of Coast Line it was in position to quickly 
assemble the necessary equipment and did so in disregard of the requirements 
of commercial and industrial shippers, who readily accepted our explanation of 
the necessity of depriving them of the use of these cars because of the require- 
ments of the military. 

On the morning of July 26, 1950, Coast Line was advised of the desire of the 
Marine Corps to move from Camp LeJeune, on July 29, 30, and 31, 1950, 20 pas- 
senger troop trains requiring baggage cars, sleepers, and diners. All of the 
necessary equipment was quickly assembled, and the 20 trains were moved in 
accordance with request of the Marine Corps on July 29, 30, and 31, 1950. 

As an indication of the recognition of the efforts of Cost Line in meeting the 
requirements of the Marine Corps, I should like to read to you a letter post- 
marked August 10, 1950, from Maj. Gen. Ray A. Robinson of the Marine Corps to 
Mr. C. McD. Davis, president of Coast Line: 

“I wish to convey to you my deepest appreciation for the services rendered by 
the personnel from your organization in the recent movement of personnel and 
equipment from this camp to the west coast. Your employees demonstrated a 
high standard of cooperation and attitude in the performance of their duties 
assisting the military personnel of this camp in making this move. 

“Particularly I wish to convey my compliments on the manner in which the 
following personnel conducted themselves in the performance of their duties 
while directly associated with this camp in supervising the railroad’s part in this 
operation: Mr. Langley, general superintendent, northern division, Atlantic 
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Coast Line; Mr. C. B. Faulkner, train master; Mr. H. F. Newland, assistant 
train master; Mr. H. G. Moore, assistant general superintendent of equipment ; 
Mr. H. H. Carson, inspector; Mr. F. B. Watkins, inspector; Mr. L. A. Powell, 
inspector; Mr. F. D. Frick, passenger traffic department, Wilmington, N. C.; Mr. 
W. N. Sykes, district passenger agent, Atlanta, Ga.; Mr. S. B. Lewis, division 
passenger agent, Charleston, S. C.; Mr. G. B. Spooner, assistant general passenger 
agent, Wilmington, N. C.; Mr. L. A. Pittman, agent, Jacksonville, N. C.; Mr. C. E. 
Ennis, agent, Camp Lejeune, N. C. 

“It is realized that the personnel of your organization as listed above were 
not the only ones associated with this move. Therefore, it is my wish to extend 
my compliments to those employees not listed above who assisted in this opera- 
tion. The manner in which these persons assisted in this move is most grati- 
fying. 

“Sincerely yours, 
“(Signed) Ray A. RospInson, 
“Wajor General, United States Marine Corps, Commanding.” 


I have referred to the emergency freight- and passenger-train movements in 
special service from Camp Lejeune to emphasize the necessity in those cases, 
as may be expected in later similar situations, of quickly assembling the neces- 
sary freight and passenger equipment and motive power to meet short dead- 
line dates set up by the Marine Corps. 

The several million dollars which it would be necessary to spend for con- 
struction of the proposed Government railroad spur, 30 miles in length, ob 
viously can be used advantageously for other essential defense purposes. As 
above indicated, such proposed line would not only closely parallel the existing 
rails of Coast Line and represent unnecessary duplication of rail facilities and 
wasteful expenditure of public funds but would require the use of a large 
quantity of steel and other critical materials which are now in such short 
supply and are so urgently needed for other vital purposes in the interest of 
national defense. Therefore, the only result of such proposed railroad con- 
struction and consequent diversion from Coast Line to the Atlantic & East 
Carolina and other roads of the traffic to and from Camp Lejeune, which 
Coast Line has been and is handling in a manner so eminently satisfactory 
to the Camp Lejeune authorities, would be to diminish the traffic available 
for handling on Coast Line’s Wilmington-New Bern line to the extent of seri- 
ously impairing Coast Line’s ability to continue to expeditiously furnish the 
required freight and passenger equipment and motive power and other trans- 
portation facilities and service for handling regultr freight movements and 
emergency freight and passenger movements in special service. 

There would be readily available to the Marine Corps on the proposed Gov- 
ernment railroad or on its connection, the Atlantic & East Carolina Railway, 
only an insignificant part of its requirements in the way of freight and pas- 
senger equipment and motive power to meet the short dead-line dates set up 
by the Marine Corps for emergency freight and passenger movements such 
as have been expeditiously taken care of by Coast Line in the past. In order 
to insure the expeditious.movement of such an unusual volume of emergency 
freight and passenger traffic in such short periods of times as those above 
mentioned handled by Coast Line so satisfactorily to General Robinson, either 
the Government or the Atlantic & East Carolina, or both, would have to retain 
on a stand-by basis a surplus of freight and passenger equipment and loco- 
motives for which it would generally have no use, and it goes without saying 
that neither the Government nor the Atlantic & East Carolina Railway would 
be in position to protect against any such requirements. Moreover, the physical 
condition of the line of the Atlantic & East Carolina is such that it would 
have difficulty, without spending, in the absence of funds of its own, large sums 
of State or Federal funds for rehabilitation, in accommodating the movement 
of a large number of special freight and troop trains such as those handled 
by Coast Line, even if the necessary freight and passenger cars and motive 
power were readily available to it, which latter, of course, would not be the 
‘ase, 

It is respectfully submitted that the members of this committee should disallow 
any request for an appropriation of funds for construction of the proposed 
railroad spur for the following reasons: 

(1) The building of a 30-mile railroad by the Government that would closely 
parallel the New Bern-Jacksonville segment of Atlantic Coast Line Railroad’s 
New Bern branch that has been completely rebuilt to adequately and efficiently 
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meet all essential traffic requirements of the Marine Corps, would represent 
wasteful construction, in that it would be an unnecessary addition to existing rail 
facilities and would not afford any service not now afforded by the present ade- 
quate railroad facilities, nor would there be any compensating benefit to the 
Government from standpoint of either reduction in the over-all.cost for trans- 
portation or expedited service. 

Rauil-freight rates are generally based on the shortest possible rail mileage 
and construction of the proposed railroad would not reduce such mileage or 
reduce the rates between Camp Lejeune and any point from and/or to which 
freight moved in volume, 

Under the joint military passenger agreement between the railroads and the 
armed services, the charges for military movements are equalized and when 
the lowest fares from Camp Lejeune are made on distances via New Bern and 
A. & E. C., such fares are equalized on movements via Coast Line through Wil- 
mington. The construction of the proposed railroad, therefore, would result 
in no savings in passenger transportation charges on troop movements, 

(2) The amount of $3,000,000 authorized by Public Law 564, Eighty-first Con- 
zress, for the proposed railroad spur represents an estimate prepared early in 
1950, or prior thereto, and the probable cost of the project today, based on 
Coast Line's long experience with railroad construction and its intimate knowl- 
edge of the physical situation in the particular area involved, would be in the 
neighborhood of $9,000,000, and certainly not less than $6,000,000 as the terrain 
that would have to be traversed is unfavorable for railroad construction fn 
that it is swampy and in addition to heavy grading would require extensive and 
expensive bridge and trestle construction for necessary waterway openings. 

(3) Construction by the Government of the proposed parallel railroad spur 
at cost to the already overburdened taxpayers of at least $6,000,000, and doubtless 
as much as $9,000,000, obviously would serve no purpose other than to divert to 
the Atlantic & East Carolina Railway, and to other railroads in that area, traffic 
handled to and from Camp Lejeune by the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad, which, 
in addition to its original heavy investment in right-of-way, roadbed, and tracks, 
has completely rehabilitated the New Bern-Jacksonville segment of its New Bern 
branch at cost of some $336,000 in compliance with the agreement reached with 
Chairman Vinson, General Hill, and the Defense Department, and is now engaged 
in a voluntary program, of further improvements to the entire Wilmington- 
Jacksonville-New Bern line at substantial additional cost, including an expendi- 
ture of $72,000 for installing modern telephone train-dispatching and message 
circuits, as heretofore mentioned, which facilities will be of appreciable benefit 
to the Marine Corps in the handling of special troop trains and other military 
movements to and from Camp Lejeune. 

(4) Construction of the proposed railroad by the Government would be a 
violation of an agreement entered into in good faith between the Atlantic Coast 
Line Railroad Co. and the Government as represented by the Armed Services 
Committee of the House and confirmed by the Department of Defense. 

(5) In addition to a large quantity of steel track accessories, such as metal 
switch material, angle bars, tie plates, rail anchors, spikes, bolts, and nutlocks, the 
proposed 30-mile railroad spur would require the use of a sizable tonnage of steel 
rails, amounting to approximately 4,141 gross tons for 85-pound material, 4,384 
zross tons for 90-pound material, and 4,872 gross tons for 100-pound material, 
and would also necessitate the use of a considerable number of cross ties which 
for some time have been and are in such short supply that the Coast Line and 
all other railroads are finding it increasingly difficult to obtain ties to protect 
their minimum requirements for ordinary maintenance and necessary new con- 
struction, largely for defense plants. Therefore, and aside from the fact that 
the proposed railroad spur would represent duplication of existing adequate 
facilities and a complete waste of Government funds, accomplishment of the 
project would utilize an appreciable quantity of steel and other critical materials 
which we all know are so urgently needed for other vital purposes in the interest 
of national defense. 

General Hill made the statement in my presence on September 6, 1951, that 
some years back, in the early days of construction and operation of Camp 
Lejeune as a Marine base, Mr. Davis, president of Coast Line, promised that pas- 
senger train service would be established and operated to and from Camp Lejeune. 
In this connection, I am authorized by Mr. Davis to say that he has at no time 
made any such promise to General Hill, to any other representative of the Marine 

Corps, or to anyone else, realizing that the passenger traffic which would use such 
service would not be sufficient to result in revenue to the railroad adequate to 
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cover the cost of such operation. Further, the files in the offices of the president, 
vice president—operations, and vice president—traffic of Coast Line have been 
carefully reviewed and they do not disclose that any officer of Coast Line ever 
made any commitment to anyone to provide passenger train service to and from 
Camp Lejeune. Coast Line, of course, has operated and will continue to operate 
special passenger trains for handling troop movements to and from Camp Lejeune 
as requirements of the Marine Corps may justify. 

If the Marine Corps believes that regular passenger train service to and from 
Camp Lejeune is necessary, I am prepared to state here and now that Coast Line 
will establish and operate such passenger train service as the Marine Corps 
believes to be necessary, provided the Marine Corps will guarantee to Coast Line 
cost of the operation, plus a reasonable profit. 


(See pp. 295 to 206 for additional statement.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 15, 1950. 
Hon. LovtIs JOHNSON, 
Seerctary of Defense, 
Pentagon Building, Washinaton, D. C 


Deak Mr. Seckerary: During recent consideration of S. 2440, the military 
construction bill, an item was included which would have authorized $3 million 
for the construction of a railroad spur by the Marine Corps between Camp 
LaJeune, N. C., and Cherry Point, N. C., a distance of approximately 31 miles. 

At the time the bill was debated on the tloor of the House, I assured the 
Members that the sole reason for including this authorization was to permit 
where it could construct this railroad if the 


the Congress to be in a position 
Atlantic Coast Line failed to make certain improvements in its line between 
Jacksonville, N. C. and New Bern, N. C., paralleling the proposed Marine line. 

On Friday, June 9, I had a conference with Maj. Gen. William P. T. Hill, Quar- 
termaster General of the Marine Corps: Mr. C. S. Sibley, assistant vice presi- 
dent—operations, Atlantic Coast Line, Wilmington, N. C.: Mr. J. M. Fields, 
vice president, Atlantic Coast Line, Wilmington, N. C., and Mr. Thomas Fuller, 
executive general agent, Atlantic Coast Line, Washington, D. C. As a result 
of that conference, the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co., through its agents here- 
tofore designated, agreed to relay with S5-pound rail and accessories its main 
track from point of connection (near Jacksonville, N.C.) with the Government- 
owned railroad spur into Camp Lejeune, to New Bern, N. C.; to replace the 
present bridge over Trent River, near Pollocksville, N. C., with a bridge of 
Cooper's E—60 capacity capable of carrying maximum wheel loads now operating 
over any portion of the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad system; and to improve 
the alinement of Atlantic Coast Line Railroad's portion of the interchange track 
with Atlantic & East Carolina Railroad at New Bern, N. C., so as to facilitate 
the interchange of any freight and passenger equipment which it may be neces 
sary to handle over such track. The Atlantie Coast Line Railroad Co. has further 
agreed to complete the above enumerated improvements within a period of 6 
months from this date 

In keeping with my previously stated position on this item, | wish to advise vou 
that if the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co. shall accomplish these undertakings 
within the stated time, no funds should be made available to fund the authoriza- 
tion now included in S. 2440. In my opinion, the agreement which has been 
reached is entirely equitable and satisfactorily concludes all matters pertinent 
to this subject which fall within the jurisdiction of this committee. 

Sincerely, 
CARL VINSON. Chairman. 


Houser OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
(COM MITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington 25, D.C... dune 15, 19590. 
Mr. C. McD. Davis, 
President, Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co.., 
Wilmington, VN. C 
Dear Mr. Davis: There is herewith enclosed a copy of my letter to the Secre- 
tary of Defense relating to S. 2440, the military construction bill. 
You will note that it is the position of this committee that if the Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad Co. completes certain enumerated improvements on its 
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line between Jacksonville, N. C., and New Bern, N. C., no funds should be made 
available for the construction of a parallel line by the Marine Corps between 
Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point. 
Sincerely, 
Cart Vinson, Chairman. 


ATLANTIC Coast Linge RatILroap Co., 
Wilmington, N. C., June 17, 1950. 
Hon. Cart VINSON, 
Chairman, Armed Services Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CHAIRMAN VINSON: I have your letter June 15 and thank you for senu 
ing copy of yours of that date to the Secretary of Defense, relating to confer 
ence held in your office on Friday, June 9, with General Hill, Quartermaster 
General, United States Marine Corps, and Mr. Fields, Mr. Sibley, and Mr. Fuller, 
representing the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad; and outlining agreement then 
reached to the effect that in consideration of Coast Line agreeing to lay with 
85-pound relay rail and to otherwise rehabilitate, as enumerated by you, its 
main track between Jacksonville, N. C., and New Bern, N. C., and to accomplish 
such improvements within a period of 6 months from June 15, 1950, no funds 
should be made available for the construction of a parallel line by the Marine 
Corps between Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point. 

The assurances contained in your letter are acceptable to Atlantic Coast Line 
Railroad, and directions are being given to proceed with the improvements which 
Coast Line has agreed to provide pursuant to the agreement reached at the 
conference in your office June 9, and to progress same to completion within the 
stated period of 6 months from June 15, 1950. 

Very truly yours, 
C. McD. Davis, President. 





ATLANTIC Coast LINeE RAILROAD Co., 
Wilmington, N. C., June 17, 1950. 
Hon. Louis A. JOHNSON, 
Secretary of Defense, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: In connection with my letter of February 12, your reply 
March 1 and my acknowledgment of the latter under date of March 2, concern- 
ing the then proposed construction by the Government of a railroad line between 
Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point, N. C.: 

Mr. Vinson, chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, has furnished 
me copy of his letter to you of June 15, relating to conference held in his office 
on Friday, June 9, with General Hill, Quartermaster General, United States 
Marine Corps, and Mr. Fields, Mr. Sibley, and Mr. Fuller, representing the 
Atlantic Coast Line Railroad, and outlining agreement then reached to the 
effect that in consideration of Coast Line agreeing to lay with 85-pound relay 
rail and to otherwise rehabilitate its main track between Jacksonville, N. C. 
(from point of connection near Jacksonville with Government-owned spur into 
Camp Lejeune), and New Bern, N. C., as more specifically described in Mr. 
Vinson’s letter, and to accomplish such improvements within a period of 6 
months from June 15, 1950, no funds should be made available to fund the 
authorization now included in S. 2440 for the construction of a parallel line 
of railroad by the Government between Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point. 

I am writing to advise you that pursuant to the agreement reached between 
Mr. Vinson, General Hill, and representatives of Atlantic Coast Line Railroad 
in the conference on Friday, June 9, as stated in Mr. Vinson’s letter, directions 
are being given that the improvements to be made by Atlantic Coast Line Rail- 
road, as enumerated by Mr. Vinson, be commenced immediately and progressed 
to completion within the agreed period of 6 months from June 15, 1950. 

In view of the agreement which has been reached with Mr. Vinson and Genera! 
Hill, I assume that when you make report to the Congress at the beginning of 
the first session of the Eighty-second Congress, pursuant to paragraph (b) of 
section 408 of S. 2440 of projects authorized by Congress for which funds for 
the completion thereof have not been appropriated, it will be your purpose to 
recommend rescission of the authority included in S. 2440 for the proposed rail- 
road line between Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point. 

Very truly yours, 
C. MeD. Davis, President. 
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ATLANTIC Coast LINE RAILROAD Co., 
Wilmington, N. C., June 18, 1950. 
Hon. Cart VINSON, 
Armed Services Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CHAIRMAN VINSON: In connection with my letter yesterday in reply to 
your letter June 15 regarding agreement reached in conference held in your 
office on Friday, June 9, with General Hill, of the United States Marine Corps, 
and Mr. Fields, Mr. Sibley, and Mr. Fuller, representing Atlantic Coast Line 
Railroad, to the effect that in consideration of Coast Line agreeing to lay with 
85-pound relay rail and make certain other improvements to its main track 
between Jacksonville, N. C., and New Bern, N. C., and to accomplish such im- 
provements within a period of 6 months from June 15, 1950, no funds should be 
made available for the construction of a parallel line by the Marine Corps between 
Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point: 

Roadway gangs have been assembled and will be on the location to commence 
work tomorrow, Monday, June 19, on the rehabilitation of the main track between 
Jacksonville and New Bern, and the 85-pound relay rail is also being distributed 
for the relaying project. 

Arrangements have also been made for replacement with bridge of the required 
capacity (Cooper’s E-60) of the present bridge over Trent River, near Pollocks- 
ville, N. C. 

As information. 

Very truly yours, 
C. McD. Davis, President. 





ATLANTIC Coast LINE RAILROAD Co., 
Wilmington, N. C., June 18, 1950. 
Hon. Louis A, JOHNSON, 
Secretary of Defense, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr, SECRETARY: In connection with my letter yesterday concerning letter 
addressed to you under date of June 15 by Mr. Vinson, chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee, regarding agreement reached in conference held in 
his office on Friday, June 9, with General Hill of the United States Marine Corps, 
and Mr. Fields, Mr. Sibley, and Mr. Fuller, representing Atlantic Coast Line 
Railroad, to the effect that in consideration of Coast Line agreeing to lay with 
85-pound relay rail and make certain other improvements to its main track 
between Jacksonville, N. C., and New Bern, N. C., and to accomplish such im- 
provements within a period of 6 months from June 15, 1950, no funds should be 
made available for the construction of a parallel line by the Marine Corps between 
Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point: 

Roadway gangs have been assembled and will be on the location to commence 
work tomorrow, Monday, June 19, on the rehabilitation of the main track between 
Jacksonville and New Bern, and the 85-pound relay rail is also being distributed 
for the relaying project. 

Arrangements have also been made for replacement with bridge of the required 
capacity (Cooper’s E-60) of the present bridge over Trent River, near Pollocks- 
ville, N. C. 

As information. 

Very truly yours, 
C. McD. Davis. 


THe Depury SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 27, 1950. 
Mr. C. McD. Davis, 
President, Atlantic Coast Line, 
Wilmington, N. C. 

Dear Mr. Davis: Because of Secretary Johnson’s absence on an inspection trip 
of the Pacific area the reply to your letters to him of June 17 and June 18 is 
incorporated with my answer to your letter to me of June 17. 

The agreement reached in the conference held in the office of Chairman Vinson 
of the House Armed Services Committee on June 9 indicates progress in the 
solution of a problem which has faced the Marine Corps for several years—that 
of providing adequate transportation to marine activities at Camp Lejeune and 
Cherry Point, N. C. Your agreement to provide improved rail transportation 








72 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


facilities which would avoid the necessity of the construction of a Government- 
owned parallel rail line enables us to utilize funds, made available for defense 
purposes, for combat-type activities. It is also in line with our desire not to 
develop facilities which properly can be provided through private enterprise. 

We appreciate the speed with which you are acting to implement the agreement 
and the time schedule which you have set for completion of the project. As a 
result of your action no funds will be requested or allocated to this project from 
our fiscal year 1951 funds, nor do our fiscal year 1952 plans, which are presently 
being formulated, provide any allocation of funds to this project. You are cor- 
rect, however, in assuming that this project will be included in the report to be 
made to the Congress as to authorized projects for which funds for completion 
have not been appropriated. 

Your plans call for completion, by the end of this calendar year, of the project 
covered by the agreement, and at that time the matter will be taken up with the 
chairman of the House Armed Services Committee and the Marine Corps, 
and if the facilities provided meet the terms of the agreement, to provide im- 
proved rail facilities to meet requirements of the Marine Corps, consideration 
will be given to requesting early rescission of the authorization provided in S. 2440 
for construction of the railroad spur between Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point, 
N.C. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN EARLy. 


ATLANTIC Coast Line RAILROAD Co., 
Wilmington, N. C., June 29, 1950. 
Hon. STePHeN Early, 
The Deputy Secretary of Defense, 


Washinaton, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Secretary: I have your letter June 27, in which, for reasons indi- 
cated in first paragraph thereof, reply to mine of June 17 and 18 to Secretary 
Johnson is incorporated in your answer to my letter to you of June 17, concern- 
ing the agreement reached on June 9 with Mr. Vinson, chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee, and General Hill, of United States Marine Corps, 
to the effect that in consideration of Atlantic Coast Line Railroad making im 
provements in its main track, and other facilities, between Jacksonville, N. C., 
and New Bern, N. C., no funds should be made avaliable for construction of a 
Government-owned parallel rail line between Cherry Point, N. C., and Camp 
Lejeune, N. C. 

I thank you for your prompt attention, and for the assurances extended, 
namely : 

That no funds will be requested, or allocated from the Department's fiscal 
year 1951 funds, for construction by the Government of a railroad line between 
Cherry Point and Camp Lejeune, and that the Department's fiscal-year 1952 
plans, which are presently being formulated, will make no provision for allo- 
eation of funds to such project. 

Also, that at the end of calendar year 1950, the subject will be taken up with 
the chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, and the Marine Corps, 
and that if the improved rail facilities which will have been provided by Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad by that time fulfill the terms of the agreement reached 
with Mr. Vinson and General Hill in the former's office on June 9 respecting the 
physical improvements (which it was then decided will take care of the require 
ments of the Marine Corps), as specifically described in Mr. Vinson’s letter 
June 15 to Secretary Johnson, consideration will be given to requesting early 
rescission of the authorization provided in S. 2440 for construction of a railroad 
spur between Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point. 

Accordingly, on basis of such assurances, we will continue the relaying work 
and other improvements. 

Very truly yours, 
(. McD. Davis 
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PRESENT RAILROAD FACILITIES CONSIDERED ADEQUATE 


Mr. Fretps. General Hill, of the Marine Corps, having stated that 
for security pe rposes he wishes this part of the Atlantic Coast Line 
from Camp Lejeune to Cherry Point 

Chairman McKetxar. You are the vice president of the railroad ¢ 

Mr. Frexps. I am vice president of the line indicated in red, and we 
serve Camp Lejeune. We reached an agreement with Congressman 
Benson’s ollice if we would rehabilitate this part of the line, [ would 
not ask to build the line in yellow, which is estimated to cost $3,000,000. 

Chairman McKetxar. Are you going to build that line? 

Mr. Freips. The Government has asked to build this railroad. That 
is what I am here opposing. 

Chairman McKe.war. And you are willing to build it yourself? 

Mr. Fretps. No, sir. We have this railroad which we contend 
adequately serves the Marine Corps at Camp Lejeune. 

Chairman McKe.iar. What is the difference in rates? 

Mr. Fretps. There would be absolutely no difference whatever. 
Not one dime will be saved to the Government. The Government will 
not get one iota better service on freight or passenger or transportation. 

Senator Haypen. With respect to the line in yellow from Camp 
Lejeune to Cherry Point, would they operate that to haul marines 
free back and forth? 

Mr. Frevps. The Marine Corps has said that it has a contract with a 
private concern to operate it if it is built. So if any profit would be 
made, it would be made by a private company, not the Government. 

May I explain this, and I quote General Hill on this. His real pur- 
pose is not for better service over here. His real purpose is to 
permit the Atlantic & Eastern Carolina Railway in green to have 
access to Camp Lejeune through this railroad, and his purpose 
for that is that he has another base over here, Cherry Point, which is 
on this weak line, and he wants to take away from Coast Line the 
traffic it now handled to Camp Lejeune and give it to the Atlantic & 
Eastern Carolina, the weak line, in connection with the Government 
line he is asking you to authorize the money for. 

Senator Corpon. Why, Has he any stock in the other line or any 
particular friendship ? 

Mr. Frevps. His reason is that for the future this line may get into 
financial difficulties, and he wants to take the base away from this 
railroad and give it to this one. 

Chairman McKetuar. What is the other line? 

Mr. Frevps. Atlantic & Eastern Carolina. This green line is 
owned by the State of North Carolina, but it is leased out to private 
operators. 

Senator Haypven. I did not know the State owned the railroad. 

Mr. Frextps. Yes, sir. The State of North Carolina had this built 
many, many years ago. They own the controlling stock in this green 
line, and lease it out to private operators. 

We contend, if I may just ie this brief statement, first that the 
basis on which the Marine C orps is asking for this money is wholly 
unrealistic. 
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COST OF PROPOSED PROJECT 


Senator Corvon. How much is the money ? 

Mr. Fre.ps. They estimate it is $3,000,000. That was arrived at 
early in 1949. Our engineers have been over this and they say it will 
cost up to $9,000,000 to build this railroad, and without anything for 
rolling stock. 

In the second place, they have estimated they can save 20 cents a 
ton on freight. The freight rates are made by the short lines. Wher- 
ever we are longer, we equalize that so the Government will not save 
one dime. They have claimed they could amortize the cost of this 
railroad to the Government in 15 years. We say they cannot save a 
dime. But using their own figures and the tonnage handled at this 
base last year, and assuming that they got 20 cents a ton rebate from 
whoever operates this r ailroad, it would take them 50 years. If our 
estimate of $9,000,000 to build is correct, it would take them 150 years 
to amortize the cost of this railroad, Mr. Chairman. 


HOUSE ACTION 


Senator Haypen. Did the House allow this money ? 

Mr. Fietps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypen. Did you appear before the House? 

Mr. Frexps. I did, but I was ony permitted to answer questions. I 
was not permitted to make the statement I am now making, sir. 
They have claimed great savings in time north and south. I have 
checked the time. We have handled passenger trains from Camp 
Lejeune to Norfolk, and we make better time in any direction, east, 
north, or south, than can be made by this railroad in combination with 
any other railroad. 

In other words, let me tell you what we did. They called and said, 
“We want 435 cars quick, to move a division.” Next day they called 
and said, “We want coaches for 22 passenger trains.” We put them in 
there, and we handled them and we have a letter of commendation 
from the commandant at Camp Lejeune for the wonderful job we did. 

We have the equipment, the personnel, the railroad to do every- 
thing you can do here without authorizing this money. 

Senator Know.anp. Are you right in at the camp now? 

Mr. Fretps. Beg pardon ¢ 

Senator Know.anp. Do you come right into the camp or do they 
have to move by motor transportation to get to the railroad ¢ 

Mr. Fretps. This little line here is on Government property. It is 
a switching line. The connection with the Coast Line is here. 

Chairman McKetvar. That is the distance? 

Mr. Frevps. Nine miles. May I explain this? Wherever the Gov- 
ernment has property, 50 places on our railroad,. they do not permit us 
to build any railroad on Government property. ‘They build their 
own. So this is merely a little switching line in the camp. We go 
down here and get the passenger trains if they want us to, or they 
switch them up here with their own locomotive, whichever they want 
to do. 
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REQUEST FOR ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION ON PROPOSED RAILROAD LINE 


The whole purpose of this authorization has been put on premises 
that are manufactured out of the whole cloth. They cannot save a 
dime. Congress itself has provided the means by which one railroad 
shall invade the territory of another. It is spelled out in the Inter- 
state Commere Act. If they went to build a railroad, the Atlantic and 
East Carolina, they should go to the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Chairman McKeuiar. Have they gone there ¢ 

Mr. Fievps. They have not. They should let this be decided on its 
merits. There is not the slightest merit for this $3,000,000 railroad. 

May I make this brief statement. The Marine Corps said one of the 
reasons they want this is to get passenger train service. They propose 
for the Atlantic and East Carolina to run a little local train from here 
to here. You can get over this in an automobile in 50 or 55 minutes. 
You can get down to Wilmington in the same length of time. Where 
we have regular passenger train service, north-south, Washington-New 
York, and every other place here, who would ride a little rattletrap 
local passenger train to here and up to Goldsboro, when you can get 
there in 50 minutes in a bus or private automobile ¢ 

They have good roads throughout the area here, that means north, 
south, east, and west. 

We respectfully request that this item be disallowed for the reasons 
I have outlined to you, sir. 

Senator Corvon. Who is Mr. Todd? 

Mr. Frevps. He is auditor of the Atlantic and East Carolina Rail- 
road. 

Senator Corpvon. They do not have the necessary coaches and they 
have gone outside to buy them ? 

Mr. Fievps. The Marine Corps has loaned this railroad $400,000. 
The have applied to the State for $500,000 more loan to buy a few 
engines. I have ridden in their coaches they have. I went on a special 
trip with the Governor of North Carolina, and we all got wet because 
the roof leaks. That is the kind of passenger trains they h: ave there. 

Chairman McKerrar. Unless rag are any further questions, gen- 
tlemen. we are much obliged to you, 

Mr. Fretps. Thank you very aes hg 


Corps or ENatneers, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
RIVERS AND HARBORS PROGRAM 


DREDGING OF PORTLAND HARBOR, MAINE 


Senator SauronstaLte. Mr. Chairman, might I for the record put 
in a request of Senator Brewster, who cannot be here today, in con- 
nection with the civil functions of the Army, so it could be considered 
by the committee in executive session in connection with Portland 
Harbor, the amendment, and the little statement that is offered with 
it, with the request from Senator Brewster that the committee con- 
sider it in executive session ¢ 

Chairman McKetiar. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The amendment and statement are as follows :) 
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AMENDMENT To H. R. 5650 


On page 8, between lines 17 and 18, insert the following: 

“Civil functions, Army: For an additional amount for ‘Maintenance and im- 
provement of existing river and harbor works,’ $1,500,000, to remain available 
until expended and to be expended only for the purpose of dredging Portland 
Harbor, Maine, as authorized by the act entitled ‘An act authorizing the con- 
struction, repair, and preservation of certain publie works on rivers and harbors, 
and for other purposes,’ approved March 2, 1945.” 

The amendment herewith offered to H. R. 5650 for “Civil functions under the 
Army” calls for the appropriation of $1,300,000, for dredging the House Island 
Anchorage Area of Portland Harbor in accordance with the plans of the Army 
engineers as set forth in House Document 560, Seventy-sixth Congress, third 
session. This dredging is necessary at this time owing to the use of Portland 
Harbor for the importation and exportation of defense products including large 
shipments of gasoline, foods, grains, sisal and other products. Arrangements 
are now under way to ship large quantities of rubber through Portland Harbor 
Plans are also being considered by the Navy to establish a Naval base at Port- 
and which will provide petroleum reserves to care for Portland and the Navy 
establishments nearby. Portland is also the base for a pipeline to Montreal for 
the critical supply of petroleum products to Canada, 


Miuirary Purtic Works ProGram 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


STATEMENTS OF HON. KARL R. BENDETSEN, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY OF THE ARMY (GENERAL MANAGEMENT); F. SCHACKEL- 
FORD, DEPUTY COUNSELOR, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY; MAJ. 
GEN. G. J. NOLD, DEPUTY CHIEF OF ENGINEERS; COL. EUGENE F. 
CARDWELL, ACTING CHIEF, SERVICE DIVISION, AC/S, G-4; COL. 
WILLIAM A. CARTER, CHIEF, CONSTRUCTION BRANCH, SERVICE 
DIVISION, AC/S, G-4; GEORGE F. MEIER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR REAL ESTATE; HARRY S. HULL, CON- 
STRUCTION BRANCH, SERVICE DIVISION, AC/S, G-4; MAJ. GEN. 
G. H. DECKER, CHIEF, BUDGET DIVISION, OCA; BRIG. GEN. R. S. 
MOORE, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DE- 
FENSE (COMPTROLLER); BRIG. GEN. R. W. COLGLAZIER, CHIEF, 
CONTROL OFFICE, AC/S, G-4; COL. MARTIN G. TIEMAN, RE- 
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, PLANNING BRANCH, FACILITIES 
SECTION, AS/S, G-4; R. B. FOSTER, JR., CHIEF, BUDGET BRANCH, 
CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS DIVISION, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGI- 
NEERS; COL. McD. D. WEINERT, CHIEF, ENGINEER DIVISION, 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, OFFICE OF THE CORPS OF ENGI- 
NEERS; JAMES C. CAVANAUGH, CHIEF, BUDGET AND FISCAL 
ACCOUNTING DIVISION, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS; AND 
COL. C. F. FOWLER, LIAISON OFFICER, BUDGET DIVISION, OCA 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Chairman McKerxar. All right, proceed, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Benpetsen. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appreciate this 
opportunity to appear before this committee in support of our 1952 
appropriation request for military construction amounting to $1,234,- 
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326,198. The House and the Senate have already authorized all of 
this construction, and we are appearing before you today to explain 
why the Army needs such funds at this time in order to carry out this 
approved construction program. The dollars now being requested 
will enable us to construct urgently needed troop housing and sup- 
porting facilities, to erect facilities required for our augmented re- 
search and development program, to provide depot facilities to store 
our war matériel as it comes off the production lines in ever increasing 
quantity, and to install minimum facilities at selected installations re- 
quired as part of our troop mobilization base. 


MOBILIZATION PLAN 


In connection with the presentation of our fiscal year 1952 budget 
we described to your committee in considerable detail the Army’s pre- 
paredness program for fiscal year 1952 and the objectives in the light 
of which it was developed. We emphasized the degree of calculated 
risk which the Army had accepted in requesting at this time funds and 
authorizations sufficient only for a program of limited mobilization. 
We also pointed out that as part of this limited mobilization program 
the Army’s endeavor has been to pace its preparedness efforts and, 
to meet any future all-out war which might be forced upon us, was 
placing the greatest feasible reliance upon the potential of a rapidly 
expandable mobilization base in lieu of having stocks of end items on 
the shelf. 

This action means, of course, if D-day were forced upon us within 
the next year, and if international tensions were increased, we would 
have to request under those conditions such additional funds as might 
be required to enable us to go to a full mobilization. 


RESTORATION OF HOUSE CUT 


Senator SauronstaLy. Mr. Bendetsen, to boil it right down the 
House cut you $77,703,500, and of that you request restoration of $75,- 
788,000, is that correct? 

Mr. Benpetsen. We request the restoration of that amount, which 
is (a) for a Bethany Beach proposed antiaircraft range to the amount 
of $805,450, and (0) a price cut as to our estimates on pricing of 
$75,000,000. 

Senator Satronsratt. So they cut out one field which you want 
restored, and they cut down your estimates by approximately 
$75,000,000, which you want restored. 

Mr. Benpvetsen. Yes, sir, approximately 6 percent on the pricing. 

Senator SatronsTau. So you are satisfied with what they did with 
those two exceptions? 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKet.ar. Suppose we gave you the same as the House 
gave you; could you get along on it? 


BETHANY BEACH, DEL. 


Mr. Benvetsen. The effect of that, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
would be this: Without the proposed air field at Bethany, which is 
in the Second Army area and would support Washington and the 
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important areas of the Second Army, we would not have a place for 
the antiaircraft firing of the Regular Army antiaircraft battalions 
so vital to our air defense in this area. There would be no point north 
of Camp Stewart and no point east of Fort Bliss out in Texas and 
New Mexico. Our antiaircraft battalions have been increased, as the 
committee knows, and we have a considerable number of them in 
the east coast area, for the defense of the seat of government and 
various important industrial plants and installations in the northeast. 
There is no place for those units to fire without traveling great dis- 
tances at considerable expense. 

This land at Bethany Beach is owned by the State of Delaware. 
There was objection advanced at one time on the ground that there 
was not a satisfactory agreement with the State of Delaware. How- 
ever, I am advised that the Governor of the State of Delaware has 
now agreed to an arrangement which would make it available to us 
for the duration of the emergency plus 6 months. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


That is satisfactory to us entirely. We consider it entirely reason- 
able. We are not buying any land there. They are merely what we 
call our minimum site facilities, and we think in view of the import- 
ance of this area, that there ought to be a place where battalions of 
that kind so vital to our air defense can shoot. That is an $805,450 
request. 

Senator Eitenper. What kind of installations would you have to 
put there by way of permanency ? 

Mr. BenDeETSEN. Just our limited site facilities for tent camps. No 
permanent construction, or the modified temporary. It would permit 
the firing throughout the year in a limited area which would not 
interfere with any part of the civilian life there because it would be 
firing over the ocean and would work out already from their stand- 
point. It isa limited area that involves no purchase of land. It would 
be for a minimum lease arrangement with the State. 


AGREEMENT WITH DELAWARE GOVERNOR 


Chairman McKetiar. As I understand it, the committee of the 
House included this, but it was stricken by the Delaware Congress- 
man, Congressman Boggs, was it not? 

Mr. Benpetsen. That is right. At the time when he objected to it, 
there had not been a satisfactory plan from the standpoint of the 
Governor of the State, as I understand it. Though I would not pur- 
port to speak for the Congressman, I have been informed that he was 
reflecting the viewpoint of the Governor of the State, as he certainly 
very properly ought to do, and that he was acting to be sure that the 
State interests were protected. 

Now, there has been an oral understanding arrived at between the 
Governor of the State since the time when the point was raised, and 
I think it is entirely satisfactory to both sides. I think this is a 
very important type of installation which all the committees felt 
was an important installation. 

90549—51——6 
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Senator Corpvon. Mr, Secretary, do you know as a fact that the 
agreement has been reached between the Government and the Gov- 
ernor of Delaware? 

Mr. Benversen. I am assured that isthe case. Mr. Tom Young, who 
represented the Secretary of the Army, conferred with the Governor of 
Delaware, I believe 3 days ago, or rather Thursday, and reached an 
oral understanding with him as to the duration of the lease. That 
was the main question. The Governor proposed that it be for the dur- 
ation of the emergency plus 6 months, and I think that is entirely 
agreeable with us. 

Senator Corpon. Do you know whether the Governor of Delaware 
is clothed with authority to make a long-term lease or not? I just 
want to get to the one question on whether this side has this amount of 
money it can do that with the knowledge that the site is available 
for the time that the Government requires it. If you do not know that, 
can vou get it exactly ¢ 

Mr. Benpersen. That is a very good point. The committee is en- 
titled to it. I will follow my appearance before the committee with an 
assurance one Way or another. 

Senator Ecron. One of the main bones of contention was whether it 
would be on a temporary lease basis or permanent. 

Mr. Benpersen. That was one of the contentions, yes, sir, and that 
was ironed out. 

Colonel Carpweii. May I add to that, one of the original difficulties 
there was that in our plans we had expected to lease some private 
property. 

In addition to that which the State already owned, we were going to 
lease property. ‘That was objected to by the State representing the 
citizens, and that has been ironed out now, so that the land we will use 
is that which the state has already owned and used for this same 
purpose. 

Senator Ecron. Is the private property involved in this? 

Colonel Carpweti. Only the State-owned property. We have re- 
duced our requirements so that we will not be asking to lease any 
private property. 


PURPOSE OF PROJECT 


Senator Corpon. This location, so far as its being a location for 
permanent installation for permanent protection of anything is a light 
constant. It is a place to train antiaircraft personnel. 

Colonel Carpwetyi. That is correct. 

Senator Corvon. And you want one on this coast rather than train 
them somewhere else, and after training they will be shipped to the 
other coast ? 

Colonel Carpwetu. Yes, sir. 

Senator E._itenper. The Assistant Secretary misunderstood me a 
moment ago when I asked him whether or not this was for the pro- 
tection of our country. 

Mr. Benpersen. It is for the protection of our country. 

Senator ELLenper. You mean by training? 

Mr. Benpetsen. We have to maintain these battalions, 

Senator ELLenper. I understand, but that is for training; it is not 
put there to shoot planes that may come to attack us. 
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Mr. Benversen. I certainly misunderstood your question. I beg 
your pardon. 

Chairman McKetxiar. Out of the $1.234.526,198, would not there be 
a way of building this if it is more important than some of the others 
that are provided in the big appropriations ¢ 

Mr. Benpetrsen. Unless it were specifically authorized by action of 
the comittee and Congress, I do not think we could go ahead and build 
It. 

Chairman McKeuwar. 1 do not think so either. I think you are 
correct In your answer. 

Mr. Benpversen. And we certainly would not want to go ahead with- 
out approval. Moreover, I would like to assure the committee that if 
for any reason whatever it is not satisfactory to the State of Delaware, 
we will not go ahead. You are entitled to have that assurance. 

Chairman McKeuwar. It would be probably better to get in touch 
with the proper authorities over there and let us know by Monday, if 
we can, because we want to close this as soon as possible. 

Senator Savronstauty. May I ask, this involved $805,450. 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. The balance of the $75,000.01 1) is not on any 
one item, but just a general reduction on estimates of cost. 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALToNsTALL. If this body recommended the same amount 
as the House body, there is only 2 months before we will be up here 
again. I understand the military already have another supplemental 
bill that they have pretty well ironed out. W hy could you not come 
up with a further check on your costs and let us know then if you 
need it? You certainly have all the money you need to go ahead 
at the present time. 

Mr. Benpetsen. Conceivably that would work and the price levels 
worked out, but our price costing has been checked very thoroughly 
and has checked out pretty well. If in the wisdom of Congress you 
feel we ought to wait, that is another matter. 

We think we have done as good a job as you can do in an estimating 
held on the costing. 

Senator Corpon. | hope you did il better job than you did at 
Okinawa. 

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT PRICES 


Senator ELuenper. To what extent will this work be done under 
ontract ¢ 

Mr. Benpersen. All of it, sir. 

Senator ELttenper. So, if you make a contract for a particular 
nstallation, that means that the cost of the material to be used in 
the installation is taken as ag the time of the contract is entered into? 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, s 

Senator ELLENDER. So "ole would have to have all of the money 
available to cover that ? 

Mr. Bexversen. Or we might not be able to complete; that is right. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. W hat the House has done is cut you 6 percent. 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir; may I say a word on that ? 
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Senator Sauronstatu. That is the thing that is most interesting 
to me. 

Mr. Benvetsen. We took the prices in effect in July 1950, which 
was the time when this procedure first began. This gave us a base 
from which to start and the engineers added a 20-percent increase 
above those prices indices for this budget. 

Some time ago, during the process of the budget, we checked with 
the Navy and the Air Force in order to determine whether we had 
both used the same pricing. The Navy stated that they added 10 
percent roughly to the base they used, but in checking we found that 
they used a different base. On the whole we find that our pricing 
policy at the end of the line, the rsults are almost exactly the same. 
There was, I believe, an area which could have led to misunderstand- 
ing because different bases were used in arriving at the estimate. 

Senator Corvon. What was the difference? What made the ap- 
pearance of such a — difference ? 

Mr. Benpersen. May I ask General Nold to speak to that in detail ? 

Senator Corvon. I do not want it in detail. Give us a general idea 
how you could appear to be that far off. 

Chairman McKetxar. All right, General. 

General Notp. We had prices that we had arrived at on July 1, 
1950. That was in connection with the 1951 budget. We reexamined 
those for use in the 1952 budget. Because of limited experience in 
bid prices up to the time we had to firm our prices, we went back to 
January 1 of 1950, and made a comparison of the bid prices with 
the cost indexes that we used and came to the conclusion that there 
should be added 20 percent to those prices we had used on July 1, 1950. 

The Navy, on the other hand, had selected a different base. They 
began to examine their prices from the fall of 1950, until they had 
assembled them for preparation of the 1952 budget. 

Senator Corpon. Your 20 percent increase was from what date? 

General Nop. It actually dates back to the average that prevailed 
on April 1, 1950. 

Senator Corvon. And when was it made? It was an increase of 
average April 1, 1950, to when? 

General Notp. To January 1, 1951. 

Senator Corvon. That is the Army. What did the Navy do? 

General Noto. The Navy, as we understand it, made their estimate 
based on their experience from the fall of 1950 until some time in 
January 1951. The basis for that statement is the review we made 
about February 1, 1951, with the Navy of our prices on comparable 
items. As I stated yesterday, at that time we were on the same basis. 

Senator Corpon. If the Navy used fall of 1950 prices, their base 
prices should have been higher than the ones you used. 

General Noto. That is correct. 


PRICE INCREASES 


Senator Corpon. And their percentage of increase would be there- 
fore less. 

General Nop. That is right. , 

Senator Corpvon. What was their percentage of increase ? 

General Notp. They testified about 10 percent. 
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Senator SauroNsTaLL. But you say prices went up 10 percent in 6 
months. That is what it amounts to. The Army in April, Navy in 
autumn, 6 months later, Korea in between. 

General Notp. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. What about prices for construction, just forget 
about whether it is fall or spring or 1950 or 1922. Take the date when 
you made the figure, and how do your per-square-foot prices of con- 
struction compare with theirs? 

General Notp. The review showed that we were on a comparable 
basis, about the same price per square foot for a like facility. 

Senator Corpon. Right straight through? That answers all of 
them without reference to when the increases took place or anything 
else. 

General Noxp. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. And if we find that statement in error, then the 
whole house of cards falls. You will agree with that? 

General Notp. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. All right. 

Senator Younc. May I ask this question, please: Does the Air 
Force require a more elaborate construction than the Navy with 
respect to their specifications ¢ 

General Noip. No, sir; I think not. 

Senator Youne. When either branch build a house, they use about 
the same specifications ? 

General Noto. We think so. The panels of last year in these various 
reviews went into that quite thoroughly. 

Chairman McKet.ar. What was the difference ? 

General Noip. No difference at all, so far as I know. 

Chairman McKetiar. There was not any difference at all in 
dollars ? 

General Noup. No, sir. In the examination with the Navy, we 
found items that we could not identify in our budgets. We dis- 
counted those. We tried to find like facilities. Occasionally we 
differed materially, either above or below. We struck averages and 
as requested, I reported to Secretary Kimball of the Navy that we 
appeared to be on a like basis. 

Senator Sauronstatt. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question in 
that connection ? 

Chairman McKetxar. Yes, indeed. 


HOUSE CUT 


Senator Sauronsraty. Mr. Bendetsen, if we left the figure the 
same as the House plus the Delaware thing, that would leave you 
ipproximately $75,000,000 below your estimate of cost. 

Mr. Benvetsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator SatonstaLL. What you could do if it was necessary would 
be to complete your contracts on all we will say but the $75,000,000 
worth of the lowest-priority items and then come forward again, 
could you not? 

Mr. Benvetsen. That would be what we would have to do. 

Senator SauronstaLu. So if we cut you $75,000,000, or 6 percent, as 
the House did, because we say that you are that much high on the 
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estimates, and you came back on 3 percent, we will say, or you came 
back on 6 percent more, you could cut out $75,000,000 of items which 
is only 6 percent of the total amount, and come back again 2 months 
later or 3 months later, and get that money if you made a case. 

Mr. Benversen. Except for the influence on the timing. That 
would be of course what we would have to do. Do you agree with 
that, General Nold? 

General Noun. Yes, sir. 

Senator Evienper. Is there any language in the House report to 
prevent you from doing that? For instance, if they cut an over-all 
6 percent with the idea that an installation should cost you so much 
less, would you feel that you could go along and do what Senator 
Saltonstall states, defer less important projects ? 

Mr. Benpersen. In answer to your inquiry, sir, I am advised by 
General Decker that the House cut was not identified with respect to 
these projects, but was an over-all cut. In all fairness, therefore, I 
would assume, with the concurrence of the committee, that we would 
be able to apply the $75,000,000 wherever we chose. 

Chairman McKeruar. That is what it seems to me. That is why 
I asked the question. 

Mr. Benvetrsen. But we would not want to unless the committee 
actually understood that is what we would have to do in order to go 
ahead with the highest priority project. 


HOUSE REPORT 


Senator Corpon. The statement of the House is clear. That state- 
ment is: 

Upon the facts thus considered, the committee recommends a reduction in the 
request (and this is the department over-all) in the amount of $357,070,950 in 
the belief that by more careful review and better management, the construc- 
tion items for which request was made can be accomplished with the funds herein 
recommended. 

So far as that general statement is concerned, it would appear to go 
to all of the reduction, except those cases where the House specifically 
provided for the elimination of a specific project, or its reduction. 

Mr. Benversen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Savronstaty. Which was only one. 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is Bethany Beach, Del. ; yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenpver. That clears it. 

Senator Corpvon. I do not think we have much to consider here. 

Mr. Benpetsen. I would say if the chairman prefers I would be 
glad to place my statement in the record, and state that we would very 
much feel that we would like to have Bethany Beach restored. 

(The statement referred to appears on pp. 296-297.) 

I did not understand your question, Senator Ellender, and I cer- 
tainly apologize to you. 

Senator Ettenper. You do not have to. 

Mr. Benvetsen. What I meant is that it was a definite part of our 
security in this area to keep them in a state of efficiency. 


CONSTRUCTION COSTS 


On the pricing, we would hope that you would take into account our 
representation that it was on a comparable basis with the Navy, al- 
though in using different price indexes between the spring of 1950 and 
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the fall of 1950, it might have, due to our own action, led to a misunder- 
standing and I would like to call that to the committee’s attention re- 
spect fully. 

Chairman McKewwar. Yes, sir. 

I would like to put in the record at this point from the House report 
on page 208, the following statement 

After several days of hearing and full consideration of the. request made, the 
testimony indicated that the estimates were based upon experience costs estab- 
lished prior to the making of the estimates to which was added 20 percent to 
cover anticipated increased costs subsequent to the time the estimates were 
presented and the time construction could be inaugurated. The committee is 
of the opinion that such estimates are high and recommend the reduction in the 
amount of $150,000 based upon these premises. 

That was for the Air Force, and pertains to this, too. 

Senator Holland happens to be here, and I am wondering, would 
you mind letting him make a statement at this time ? 

Mr. Benpetsen. Not at all, sir. 


DreraRTMENT oF THE NAVY 
NAVAL BASE, KEY WEST, FLA. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA; ACCOMPANIED BY 
COMMANDER PETER CORRADI, USN, MANAGER, UTILITIES 
BRANCH, BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOCKS, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
NAVY 


WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM 


Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

There is a Navy officer here with the justification for the project 
which I wish to discuss briefly. Commander Corradi from the Navy 
is here. 

Mr. Chairman, since this project is in the district represented by my 
colleague, Mr. Lantaff, from Miami, who is not here, I want to present 
for the record this letter from him to the chairman. 

Chairman McKetxar. It will be placed in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows) 

House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., October 12, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH McKELLAR, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Senator McKetiar: Since I am leaving the city tonight and cannot 
appear in person before your committee, I am taking the liberty of writing you 
in support of funds to implement the agreement between the Navy Department 
and the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission. 

I strongly urge you to include in the second supplemental appropriations bill 
$1,096,392.91 which was authorized by Public Law 379, Eighty-first Congress, 
first session. 

Sincerely yours, 
Brit LANtTAFF, Member of Congress. 


FLORIDA KEYS AQUEDUCT 


Senator Horianp. Mr. Chairman, I will take just as small allot- 
ment of time as possible. I have learned only the past 3 or 4 days 
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that the Navy is very anxious for immediate action in this particular 
matter. 

In the Eighty-first Congress we passed a bill, Public Law 379, under 
the terms of which the ae was to acquire from the Florida Keys 
Aqueduct Commission its one-third interest in the aqueduct built dur- 
ing World War II, which conveys fresh water from the mainland of 
Florida to the naval base, the antisubmarine station, the air base at 
Boca Chico, and also for civilian use in the city of Key West and 
intervening places. 

Chairman McKetuar. This is the authorization: 

It is hereby authorized to appropriate to the Department of the Navy various 
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, not more than $1,096,392.91 
for disbursement pursuant to subsection (b) (2) of this act. 


Is that the authorization ? 

Senator Hoitianp. That is right. I will not delay the committee 
with going through the same facts which were brought before the 
Armed Services Committee, I believe before the subcommittee, and 
then the full committee, at the time of the enactment of Public Law 
379. Suffice it to say that during World War II, because of the large 
Navy installations at Key West, it became necessary to have some 
more dependable and cheaper source of water, that is, fresh water, 
than to bring in water by tank boat or tank truck, which was the only 
means existing at that time. 

Chairman McKe ar. Is that the way it is still done? 

Senator Hotianp. Yes, sir. So the aqueduct was built as a joint 
venture during World War II. The local governmental body created 
for the purpose of cooperating with the Navy was one-third owner 
and the Navy two-thirds owner. Without going into a great deal 
of detail, suffice it to say that due to the fault of no one concerned— 
and I particularly want to make it clear that the Navy engineers 
made it specific that they wanted the better grade pipe to go in that 
aqueduct rather than the much poorer grade which had to be used 
because of the scarcities prevailing at that time—but due to that 
scarcity, an inferior grade of pipe was used necessarily in the first 
installation. 

DETERIORATION OF PIPE 


As stated by the engineers, as predicted, crystallization and elec- 
trolysis began to set in at once which meant that within a year or 
a year and a half, a very short period, much of the pipeline had to 
be replaced. 

Furthermore, the original installation costs were greater than had 
been anticipated due to the fact that they had to excavate in many 
instances through solid coral rock to lay the aqueduct. For one reason 
or another the expenses were greatly larger than had been estimated. 
Every member of this committee knows that was no novel situation 
during World War II or any other war. 

At any rate, the Navy is anxious to step up the capacity of that 
aqueduct and must do so to meet the greatly increased needs there 
growing out of enlargement of its activities. Before it does so, as 
I am advised by Commander Corradi, who is here to put the justifi- 
cation in the record, they very much want this item cleared. 
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AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Chairman McKetxiar. What will it cost? 

Senator Hoizianp. $1,096,392.91. It is the exact amount which the 
chairman read awhile ago. 

Chairman McKe war. May I ask, Senator, is there a budget esti- 
mate for it? 

Senator Hotianp. There is not a budget estimate. May I remind 
the committee that in the passage of Public Law 379, it was specified 
that the new agreements to be worked out between the Navy and the 
Aqueduct Commission would have to be approved by the Armed Serv- 
ices Committees of the Senate and House. Inasmuch as they not only 
had to do with this item but they had to do with the continued supply 
by the Navy to the city of Key West, which owns its own distribution 
system of water for the city. 

Senator SatronsTau.. This came up 2 or 3 years ago first. 

Senator HotLanp. That is right. 

Senator Satronstauu. And it is a question of Key West being really 
overextended by the building of this pipeline. 


CONSTRUCTION PLANS 


Senator Hotianp. Key West is greatly overextended. The reason 
for the overextension, of course, is the presence of thousands and thou- 
sands of people there at the Navy installations who are supplied, inci- 
dentally, by the water distribution system belonging to the city. But 
there would not be any water in the system unless the commission 
supplies it through this aqueduct. 

The Navy wishes to put in the new pumping installations and later 
make some changes in the size of the pipe as I understand from 
Commander Corradi. At any rate, the two Armed Services Com- 
mittees have within the last couple of days completed their inspec- 
tion of the two new contracts which have been drawn, one to wipe out 
the existing situation, and the other for the continued supply of water 
to the city of Key West, and have approved both of these contracts, 
und they are being rushed now for immediate signature. 

The reason for the haste, the reason for the desire of the Navy to 
wind up the matter by having this appropriation at this time is that 
they want to immediately get in there with operations to increase the 
flow of water which is badly needed. 

Senator SauronstaLL. The Navy cannot get the additional flow 
unless it straightens out these agreements with Key West / 

Senator Hottanp. That is exactly correct, and that is the reason 
for desiring the speed. As far as the Senator from Florida is con- 
cerned, he was here primarily to answer questions because he happened 
to be serving as Governor at the time of the original arrangement, 
went down to look at the situation, knows the difficulties that they had, 
knows the necessity for the replacement of the pipeline which came 
up very shortly, knows there is nobody to be blamed, and he does not 
want the Navy engineers to be charged with negligence or anything 
of the kind, because they could not get the materials which they speci- 
fied for this installation. 
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REIMBURSEMENT PROVISION 


Senator Corvon. If I may make an inquiry, I have just been read- 
ing the act; if I understand it correctly, the Navy would reimburse 
the commission for its capite al expe nditure. 

Senator Hottanpb. This part of the reimbursement would go directly 
to the RFC, which owns the bonds, the commission would not get a 
nickel. ‘The commission has kept up its interest on the bonds, has re- 
tired a certain portion of the bonds. The Navy does not want any 
partner any longer in the long stretch of the aqueduct before you 
reach Key West. The Navy much prefers to simply deal with the 
city on the basis of sale of water. The city undertakes then the dis- 
tribution of that water, much of which goes to the Navy personnel. 

Senator Corvon. Was the reimbursement a total reimbursement or 
a reimbursement of the unpaid balance of the bonds. 

Senator Hotitanp. Not all the unpaid balance. Only that amount 
that had to do with the laying of the aqueduct. That part which 
finished the distribution system they are still carrying, they must still 
pay. It is not impaired at all by this arrangement. 

Senator Corpor. But it is a complete reimbursement for that por- 
tion of the works that the Navy would take over and administer. 

Senator Hottanp. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. Some portion of which has already been paid by 
the city to the RFC. 

Senator Hotitanp. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. And if this reimbursement be made, there would 
then be a contract under which the Navy would become the supplier 
of water to the city’s system sept a basis of compensation agreed to 
between the commission and the Navy and which agreement would 
have had the approval of the two committees which originally au- 
thorized the arrangement to be made? 

Senator Hotnanp. Yes. That contract has been approved by both 
committees, and we are ready to go and the Navy wants all speed 
possible so they can immediately start the installations that will in- 
crease the flow of water through the aqueduct. 

Chairman McKetxiar. Could you furnish a copy of that for the 
committee ¢ 

Senator Hotianp. I will furnish a copy of the report of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services at the time the act was passed. I have 
the commander here to file the justification. I will be agreeable to 
answer any questions, because I know the matter is perfectly subject 
to interpretation and understanding. There is nothing more to it 
than I have stated. But I thought it was best to have the Navy 
here present with their officer who justifies the appropriation, and 
also to be here for avy questions that the Senators might want to 
address to me. 

(The report referred to is as follows :) 


[S. Rept. No. 1088, Sist Cong., Ist sess. ] 


AUTHORIZING THE REFUND TO THE FLoRIDA Keys AQuEDUCT COMMISSION OF THE 
SumM ADVANCED FOR CERTAIN WATER FACILITIES 


The Committee on Armed Services, to whom was referred the bill (S. 489) 
to authorize the refund to the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission of the sum 
advanced for certain water facilities, and for other purposes, having considered 
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the same, report favorably thereon with amendments and recommend that the 
bill as amended do pass. 


AMENDMENTS TO THE BILL 


On page 3, line 15, after the word “supplying” insert the words “such wate! 
On page 3, line 19, after the period, insert the following: “No agreement 


or amendment of an agreement shall be entered into by the Secretary of the 
Navy under the authority of this section or section 3 of this Act until such 
time as the Secretary or a representative of the Secretary designated by him 
has consulted with the Armed Services Committees of the Senate and of the 
House of Representatives with respect to all details of such agreement or 
amendment of an agreement.” 


PURPOSE OF THE BILI 


The purpose of this bill is to authorize the Secretary of the Navy, upon such 
terms and conditions as may be satisfactory to the Secretary, to the Board of 
Directors of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, and to the Florida Keys 
Aqueduct Commission, to cancel the present agreement entered into by the 
Navy Department with the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission and to enter into a 
new agreement with the commission for supplying water to it. The committee 
amended the bill to provide that the Secretary of the Navy will consult with the 
Armed Services Committees of the Senate and the House of Representatives with 
respect: to the details of the new agreement prior to consummation The bill 
further authorizes the Secretary of the Navy to reimburse the commission in 
the sum of $1,006,392.91 from funds to be appropriated to the Navy Depart 
ment for that purpose, on the condition that the commission use such funds to 
retire bonds issued by it, which are held by the Reconstruction Finance Corpora 
tion. 

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL 


The First Supplemental National Defense Appropriation Act of 1941, approved 
June 26,01940, under title IIT (54 Stat. 599) provided funds for the following 
public works 

“Naval Station, Key West, Fla.: Development of water supply, including pipe 
ine and acquisition of land, $2,000,000: Provided, That said pipeline may be 
built in cooperation with an agency of the State of Florida.’ 

In accordance with the above, an agreement dated March 18, 1941, and iden 
tified as Contract NOd-2127, was entered into by and between the Navy Depart 
ment acting for the United States and the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission 
for the construction, operation, and maintenance of any aqueduct and wate 
distribution system for supplying water in the Florida Keys area extending from 


the mainland to the city of Key West. The Florida Keys Aqueduct Com- 
mission was officially created by an act of the Florida Legislature (ch. 21231, 
1841, of the Special Laws of the State of Fioricda) i6bv that act the Fior. ik : 
Aqueduct Commission was granted specific authority “to enter into contracts with 


the Navy Department for the construction, operation, and maintenance of a 
water-supply system.” 

As provided in the contract, the Navy Department was responsible for the con- 
struction of the water-supply system and the commission was to pay one-third 
of the cost of such construction. The commission was also obligated to pay 
one-third of the cost of any major repairs and to pay a proportionate share of 
the costs incurred by the Navy Department in the operation and maintenance of, 
and in nonmajor repairs to the water system. Subject to paramount military 
requirements in the event of a national emergency, the Commission was to receive 
one-third of the water available to the system. 

The water-supply system was constructed and connected to a distribution 
system acquired, constructed, and operated by the commission. The cost of the 
construction by the Navy Department amounted to $3,961,230.82. The com- 
mission contributed the sum of $1,006,392.91 toward its share of the construc 
tion cost. The money to make this payment represents part of the proceeds of 
water-revenue bonds issued by the commission and purchased by the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation Since the Commission was to pay one-third of the 
construction costs there is a balance of approximately $224,000 still due from 
the commission toward the construction costs. Also since construction was 
completed, sme major repairs and replacements have been made amounting 
to $906,000, of which the commission is obligated to pay one-third or approxi- 
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mately $302,000. The commission is also indebted to the United States in the 
approximate sum of $54,000 toward operating and maintenance costs incurred 
by the Navy Department. Thus, subject to final determination, by the Navy 
Department and the commission, the commission is indebted to the United States 
under the terms of the present contract in the amount of approximately 
$580,000. 

The Navy Department states that after discussions with the commission the 
financial condition of the commission is such that it will never be able to meet its 
obligations under the contract. 

This bill provides for the cancellation of the present contract, and the repay- 
ment to the commission of an amount equal to that contributed by the com- 
mission toward the construction of the water-supply system. Upon such repay- 
ment the Navy Department acquires all right, title, and interests to the water 
supply system constructed under the contract. Further the commission agrees 
to use the money received to retire bonds issued by it and held by the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation. While the bill does not contain specific language as 
to the disposition of the outstanding indebtedness, the committee considers that 
since the Navy Department will acquire all rights, title, and interest in the water 
system constructed under the contract such indebtedness will be canceled upon 
surrender of title by the commission. 

The bill further provides that upon the cancellation of the existing agreement, 
the Navy Department shall enter into a new agreement to supply water to the 
commission “under such terms and conditions and for such compensation as the 
Secretary and the commission shall determine to be proper.” Since the Secretary 
is directed to enter into a new agreement for supplying water to the commission 
and that the rates to be charged for the water may depend on the commission's 
ability to pay rather than the cost to the Government of supplying such water, 
the committee amended the bill to provide that prior to entering into a new agree- 
ment the Secretary shall consult with the Armed Services Committees of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives. 

The Navy Department and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation recommend 
the enactment of the bill as indicated by the following letters to the Chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee: x ° 


RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION, 
Washington, March 17, 1949. 
Hon. Miiiarp BE. TypinGs, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Typrnes: Reference is made to your letter, dated January 14, 
1949, requesting a report on S. 489, a bill to authorize the refund to the Florida 
Keys Aqueduct Commission of the sum advanced for certain water facilities, and 
for other purposes. 

The bill would authorize the Secretary of the Navy, upon such terms and 
conditions as may be satisfactory to the Secretary and to the Board of Directors 
of the Recontruction Finance Corporation and to the Florida Keys Aqueduct 
Commission, to cancel or amend the agreement entered into by the Navy Depart- 
ment on March 18, 1941, with the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission for the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of a water supply and distribution 
system to serve the Federal Government and other consumers in the Florida 
Keys. Such cancellation or amendment would be conditioned upon (1) a refund 
by the Navy Department to the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission of 
$1,096,392.91, the amount paid by the commission to defray part of the cost of 
constructing the aqueduct along the Florida Keys, (2) the surrender by the 
commission of its rights in the water supply system and to the receipt of water 
under the provisions of the existing agreement, and (3) the use of the 
$1,096,932.91 to retire bonds heretofore issued by the commission. 

The bill contemplates that after the refund is made, the commission will 
obtain water from the Navy on a different basis of compensation from that in 
effect under the agreement of March 18, 1941. Under that agreement, the com- 
mission agreed to contribute one-third of the cost of constructing the aqueduct 
and the Navy agreed to maintain and operate the system and to supply to the 
commission approximately one-third of its output, the cost of operating the system 
to be shared by the Navy and the commission in proportion to the respective 
amounts of water taken by each. 

RFC’s interest in this legislation stems from the fact that the Corporation 
holds $1,668,197.80 principal amount of water-revenue bonds of the Florida Keys 
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Aqueduct Commission, out of a $1,750,000 issue which RFC purchased from the 
commission in 1942 and 1948. $1,096,392.91 of the proceeds of this bond issue 
was used by the commission to make the above-mentioned payment to the Navy 
Department pursuant to the agreement of March 18, 1941, and the balance was 
used to construct improvements to an existing water-distribution system oper- 
ated by the commission under a lease from the city of Key West. 

At present, the commission's financial position is such that it cannot contribute 
to the cost of repairs, replacements, and improvements which are contemplated 
by the Navy Department. Moreover, it appears that the cost of construction of 
the system and the cost of furnishing the water have exceeded the original esti- 
mates. It therefore seems desirable that the commission should release its 
rights under the March 18, 1941, agreement in return for a refund of the sum 
paid by it to the Navy, so that a more feasible agreement may be worked out. 
If the commission's rights under the 1941 agreement were surrendered, the Navy 
could charge a higher rate for water and the commission would be able to pay 
the higher rate because its net service charges would be greatly reduced by the 
reduction of $1,096,392.81 in its bonded indebtedness. 

We believe the proposed legislation would improve the existing situation and 
would be beneficial to all concerned. We, therefore, recommend that your com- 
mittee give favorable consideration to this legislation. 

In view of Mr. Tribby’s request of March 8, 1949, we are submitting this report 
prior to final clearance with the Bureau of the Budget, to which copies have 
been sent. We are therefore unable to advise you, at this time, regarding the 
relationship of the proposed legislation to the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hartey Hise, Chairman. 


Navy DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, June 27, 1949. 
The Honorable Mrituarp E. Typrnes, 
Chairman of the Committee on Armed Services, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comments on 8S. 489, to authorize the 
refund to the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission of the sum advanced for 
certain water facilities, and for other purposes, has been assigned to this Depart 
ment by the Secretary of Defense for the preparation of a report thereon. 

The purpose of S. 489 is to authorize the Secretary of the Navy, upon such 
terms and conditions as may be satisfactory to the Secretary, to the Board of 
Directors of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, and to the Florida Keys 
Aqueduct Commission, to cancel the agreement entered into by the Navy Depart- 
ment with the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission and to enter into a new 
agreement with the commission for supplying water to it. It further authorizes 
the Secretary to reimburse the commission in the stim of $1,096,392.91 from 
moneys to be appropriated to the Navy Department for that purpose on the 
condition that the commission use such funds to retire bonds issued by it, which 
are held by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

Although the Navy Department has not sponsored S. 489, the subject thereof 
and the purpose sought to be achieved thereby is of vital importance to the 
Department. As will be noted from the background information submitted below 
for the consideration of your committee, the existing arrangements between the 
Navy Department and the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission are extremely 
unfavorable and a resolution of the problem involved is highly desirable. The 
action which your committee and the Congress will take on the proposed bill will 
determine the future course of action which the Navy Department will follow 
in the matter. In the event that your committee should not feel that favorable 
action on subject bill is warranted, it will be necessary for the Department to 
take such other action as may be appropriate in the circumstances for the pro- 
tection of the interests of the Government. On the other hand, if your committee 
s sympathetic to the proposed legislation, the Department will withhold further 
action until final action is taken by the Congress on the bill. 

The First Supplemental National Defense Appropriation Act, 1941, approved 
June 26, 1940, under title III—Navy Department—Public Works, Bureau of Yards 
and Docks (54 Stat. 599, 608), provided funds for the following public works and 
public utilities project: 
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“Naval Station, Kev West, Fla.: Development of water supply, including pipe- 
line and acquisition of land, $2,000,000; Provided, That said pipeline may be built 
in cooperation with an agency of the State of Florida.” 

Pursuant to this provision, an agreement dated March 18, 1941, and identified 
as contract NOd-—2127, was entered into by and between the United States of 
America, acting through the Navy Department, and the Florida Keys Aqueduct 
Commission for the construction, operation, and maintenance of an aqueduct and 
water distribution system for supplying water in the Florida Keys area, embracing 
the Florida Keys and extending from the mainland to the city of Key West. 

The Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission was officially created by an act of the 
legislature of the State of Florida, known as the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commis- 
sion Act (ch. 21251, 1941 of the Special Laws of the State of Florida), approved 
by the Governor of Florida on May 26, 1941. By that act the Florida Keys 
Aqueduct Commission was created “a body corporate and politic and a public 
agency of the State of Florida” and, among other powers granted, was authorized 
“to enter into contracts with the Navy for the construction, operation, and main- 
tenance of the water supply system.” The Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission 
Act specifically ratified and confirmed the contract of March 18, 1941, between 
the Navy and the commission. 

Under the terms of contract NOd—2127 the Navy was to construct the water sup 
ply system and the commission was to contribute one-third of the cost of such 
construction. The commission was also obligated to pay one-third of the cost of 
any major repairs or replacements to the system and to pay a proportionete share 
of the costs incurred by the Navy in the operation and maintenance of, and in non- 
major repairs to, the water supply system. Subject to paramount military 
requirements in the event of a national emergency, the commission was to receive 
at least one-third of the water available from the system. The term of the 
agreement was 50 years, 

A water supply system was constructed, and is currently being operated, by 
the Navy. This supply system is connected to a distribution system acquired, 
constructed, and operated by the commission. The cost of construction of the 
water supply system totaled $3,961,230.82. The commission has contributed the 
sum of $1,096.392.91 toward its share of this cost. The moneys used by the com- 
mission to make this payment represented part of the proceeds of water revenue 
bonds issued by the commission and purchased by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. Under the terms of the contract there is a balance of approxi 
mately $224,000 still dne from the commission to the Government on account of 
its share of such construction cost. 

Since the original construction of the water supply system numerous major 
repairs and replacements have been made. The approximate aggregate cost of 
such repairs and replacement is $906,000. Under the terms of the contract the 
Department considers that the commission is obligated to pay one-third of such 
cost, or $302,000, although the commission has questioned its liability for a share 
of the costs of some of the items included in the computation of the cost of “major 
repairs and replacements.” 

The commission is also indebted to the Government in the approximate sum of 
$54,000, representing a balance of the commission's proportionate share of certain 
operating and maintenance costs incurred by the Navy under the contract. Thus, 
althongh there may be some dispute as to the exact amount thereof, the total 
indebtedness of the commission to the Government under the contract, as shown 
on the records of the Navy Department, is approximately $580,000. The Navy has 
requested payment of this indebtedness, but the commission has not made pay 
ment thereof and is in default under the contract. 

The indebtedness of the commission and its contractual relations with the Navy 
in the operation of the water system have been the subject of discussions between 
representatives of the Navy, the commission, and the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation From the information furnished to the Navy in the course of 
these discussions it is evident that the financial condition of the commission is 
such that, under existing circumstances the commission will never be financially 
able to meet its obligations under the contract. 

The purpose of S. 489 is to provide a basis for a solution of the present difficul 
ties under the contract. Essentially, the bill provides for the cancellation of the 
present agreement, the appropriation to the Navy for repayment to the com- 
mission of the amount contributed by the commission to the cost of the water 
supply system, and the negotiation of a new contract between the Navy and the 
commission for the supply of water. 
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he proposed bill contains no specific language as to the disposition to be made 
by the Navy of the outstanding indebtedness of the commission. However, in 
view of the broad authority contained in S. 489 to cancel the present agreement 
and the direction in the bill that a new contract, presumably a more feasible ons 
be executed by the parties, and in view of the financial position of the commissior 
it is considered that enactment of the proposed legislation would authorize the 
Navy to cancel the commission's present indebtedness. If such authority is not 
within the contemplation of the proposed legislation, it is highiy improbable tha 
a satisfactory new agreement could be negotiated since, under such circumstances 
the Navy Department will have to refer the matter of the commission's out 
standing indebtedness to the General Accounting Office for such action as might 
be appropriate to protect the Government’s interest The Navy has refrained 
from taking such action while S. 489 and its predecessor bill (S. 2087, SOth Cong 
2d sess.) have been under consideration by the Congress 

The proposed bill provides that, upon cancellation of the existing agreement, the 
Navy shall enter into un avreement to supply water to the commission under 
such terms and conditions and for such compensation as the Secretary and the 
commission shall determine to be proper.” In view of the experience of the Navy 
under the present agreement and in view of the financial condition of the con 
mission, the Navy considers it necessary to call to the attention of your committee 
the basic problem which is anticipated in connection with the negotiation of a new 
agreement, that is the rate to be charged for the water to be supplied to the 
commission. If, by the direction to enter into a new agreement. contained in 
section 2 of the bill, it is the intent of the Congress that the Navy give considera 
tion to the local community's need for water and the ability of the commission to 
pay for such water, it is probable that the rate arrived at would be less than the 
cost to the Government of supplying such water In that event, the difference 
between the Government's cost and the rate to be charged would amount to 
a subsidy by the Government. On the other hand, if the charge to be made for 
water is to be fixed on the basis of the Government's true cost, without regard 
to the commission's ability to pay, it might well prove to be impossible to reacl 


a mutually satisfactory agreement. Since the apparent purpose of the proposed 
bill is to effect an improvement in the situation existing under the present agree- 
ment, it is considered that the scope and intent of section 2 is to authorize the 
Navy to establish a rate for water which will be within the commission’s ability 
to pay. 

A similar bill (S. 2087, SOth Cong., 2d sess.) was introduced last vear, and at 
that time the Department suggested that several amendments be added to the 
bill. In a report dated June 10, 1948, from the Acting Secretary of the Nav 
it was pointed out that sucn amendments appeared necessary in order to safeguard 
the rights of the commission and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation arising 
from the existing agreements, and that subject to those recommendation the 
Navy Department recommended enactment of S. 2087. The an 
suggested have been incorporated in S. 489. 

Your attention is invited to the omission of the words “such water” following 
the word “supplying” in line 15, page 3 of the subject bill. 

Subject to the comments contained herein with respect to the Navy Depart 


endments the ih 


ment’s understanding of the scope and effect of certain provisions of S, 489, the 
Navy D ‘partment recommends et actment of this propose d bill Lloweve r, Should 
hearings on this bill be held, the Navy Department desires to appear in order that 
ts position may be mace eal 

The Navy Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that 


ere is no objection to the submission of this report to the Congress 
Sincerely yours, 
DAN A. KIMBALL, 
icting Secretary of the Narw 


CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT 


Senator Corpon, Was the action of approval by the two Armed 


Services Committees by formal resolution, or was it al nforma!l 
approval ¢ 
Senator Hottanp. That I am unable to say, except I am informed 


by the clerks of both committees that the approval has been viven 
and Senator Flanders, who was the last one of the Senate Armed 
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Services Committee to see the matter told me yesterday himself that 
he had just signed his approval which made it complete. 

Senator Corpon. Evidently then there is some document indicative 
of approval. 

Senator Hottanp. Yes. The commander will be in a position, I 
am sure, to give you the details, but I know from both committees 
their labors have been completed, and they have fully and finally 
approved the contracts. 

‘hairman McKetxar. Will you have a copy of the contracts by 
Monday ¢ 

Senator Hotianp. Yes. 

(A copy of the original contract appears on pp. 96 to 101.) 


CONSTRUCTION LOAN ON PRESENT AQUEDUCT 


Senator Evitenper. To what extent has the Commission reduced 
its one-third of the cost to build the original line that served Key 
West ? 

Senator Hoitanp. It has not gone about it that way. The city has 
reduced its obligation to the RFC. At the time of the passage of this 
act, it was down to $1,096,392.91 on that portion of the loan which 
went to the construction of the aqueduct. 

Senator Exiienper. Aside from that amount you have just men- 
tioned, the city spent quite a bit more? 

Senator Hotitanp. Yes; and the city has also continued since that 
time all of its payments on the rest of the bonded indebtedness, that 
is, that was created for the building of the distribution system, be- 
cause this authorization law approved the freezing of the situation 
at that time, except that the Commission has continued to pay its 
interest upon this part of the obligation. So that the obligation has 
not grown. 


NAVY OBJECTS TO JOINT OWNERSHIP ARRANGEMENT 


Senator ELtenper. Why does the Navy object to this joint owner- 
ship of the line or the expansion of it? 

Senator Hottanp. Because the Commission is unable to meet the 
added costs which are involved in the improvement and enlargement 
of the line, and has fulfilled its original obligations. The thing has 
grown so much bigger than what was contemplated then that the 
Navy wants to go it alone. 

Senator Exiienper. Is that to citizens who live in Key West or is 
it due to the use of more water by the Navy? 

Senator Hotianp. It is due primarily to greater needs by the Navy, 
but even beyond that the thing got out of bounds due to no one’s 
fault by the matters I have already related, that is, with reference 
to the necessity of replacing the pipe shortly after it was installed. 
The Commission has never been able to reimburse the Navy for that 
added cost at that time. 


AMORTIZATION OF COSTS 
Senator Exuenper. To what extent will the sale of this water to the 


city assist in amortizing the pipeline that will carry this water, and that 
is going to be built, I presume, by the Navy? 


. 
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Senator Hottanp. The amortizing of that line is not provided for 
at all. The amortizing of the distribution system is provided for, 
and is being carried regularly, and is not in arrears, and the city 
will expect to continue that. 

Senator Ei.tenper. No: what I mean, Senator, is this: As I un- 
derstand, the city of Key West purchased water that was conveyed 
from the mainland to Key West,am I right in that ¢ 

: ~~ 


Y 


scnator i Aihal Correct, 

Senator Excenper. And the amount of money that was paid by the 
city went toward amortizing the facility that carried that water. 

Senator Homann. That is correct. 

Senator Evienper. Now, to what extent will the city pay in order 
to amortize this additional amount that will be spent by the Gaovern 
ment to carry more water to supply Key West / 

Senator Hou LAND ‘| hat isa question which W il] depend, of COUrse, 
upon the contents of the new contract for the purchase of water with 
which I am not familiar, except I know that the two Armed Services 
Committees, having inspected it, have found it satisfactory and have 
approved it. | would prefer that Commander Corradi give the de- 
tail as to the prices involved and what they will permit. 

Senator Evienper. Is it contemplated that the City of Key West 
will pay a sufficient sum for this water supply to assist the Govern 
ment in amortizing the additional cost that will be entailed in increas 
ing the capacity of the present facility / 

Commander Corrapi. The answer to your question is “Yes.” If ] 
may go back just a little bit, this pipeline which is approximately 128 
miles long from Flo ida City, the source of the water, to Key West, 
was built jointly by the Florida Key West Aqueduct Commission and 
the Navy. This $1,096392.91 which is referred to is the contribution 
of the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission to the original, or based on 
the original estimated cost of the aquecdtuc t. We havea partnership, 
therefore, with the Navy ow ning two-thirds and the Commission one 
third. 

Up to the present time, and until this contract 1s executed, the water 
which 1s obtained at Key West is paid for two-thirds by the Navy 
and one-third by the Commission. I mean by that that all of the 
operating and maintenance expenses are shared on a two-thirds-one 
third basis. 

Senator Corpon. You say the Commission paid on the basis of 
estimated cost / 

Commander Corrapt. Yes. 

Senator Corpon. How did the estimated cost stand with reference 
to the actual cost / 

Commander Corrapt. The estimated cost was less than the actual 
cost, 

Senator Corpon. By how much? Less might mean a dollar and 
it might mean a million. 

Commander Corrapt. It was less by almost $400,000. 

Senator Corpon. Out of a total estimate of what / 

Commander Corrapi. Out of a total estimate of approximately M4,- 
MPP tO), 

Senator Corpon. Ten percent over. 

Commander Corrapr. Yes. 
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JOINT CONTRACT ON AQUEDUCT PROJECT 


Senator Corpon. May I inquire as to whether there will be available 
to this committee the original agreement of March 18, 1941, which 
set up the relationship of the contractual parties in the first instance ? 

Commander Corrapt. Yes, sir; I can make that available. 

Chairman McKetzar. I wish you would, and I wish you would 
have the new contract also. 

(The information referred to is as follows: ) 


NOpb 2127 


THIS AGREEMENT made and entered into this 18th day of March 1941, by and 
between the United States of America acting through the Navy Department 
(hereinafter called the “Department”), represented by the Secretary of Navy, 
and the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission (hereinafter called the “Commis- 
sion’), an agency of the State of Florida, WITNEsseETH : 

WuHenreas the “First Supplemental National Defense Appropriation Act, 1941,” 
approved June 26, 1940, under “Trrte III—Navy DepartmeNnt—Pvusiic Works, 
Bureau or Yarps AND Docks,” includes the following public works and public 
utilities project : 

“Naval Station, Key West, Florida: Development of water supply, includ- 
ing pipeline and acquisition of land, $2,000,000: Provided, That said pipeline 
may be built in cooperation with an agency of the State of Florida ;” 

WHereEAs the Commission was duly created an agency of the State of Florida 
and a body corporate and politic authorized to construct, maintain and operate 
an aqueduct and water distribution system for supplying water in the Florida 
Keys area, embracing the Florida Keys and extending from the mainland to 
the City of Key West, and is or will be authorized to enter into an agreement 
with the Department to provide for such construction and for such operation 
and maintenance, and to contract with the City of Key West to improve and 
operate the existing water distribution system in said City and to issue its water- 
revenue bonds, payable from water revenues, to pay all or a part of the cost of 
such construction; and 

WHuHereas the Department has caused bids to be received for materials for the 
construction of said pipeline so authorized to be constructed by it, and the 
Department has caused general plans and specifications to be prepared for the 
procurement of a water supply for the Naval Station at Key West, Florida, from 
wells located at or near the City of Homestead, Florida, and for all facilities 
required for the development, collection, and pumping of the supply, together 
with facilities for the transmission thereof through said pipeline from such 
source of supply to existing water-storage facilities of the Naval Station at Key 
West, Florida, collecting pipes, pumps, and pumping stations complete with con- 
trols, power and appurtenances, equipment essential to the support and protection 
of the pipeline, all gate valves, pressure-release valves, blow-offs, air valves, 
mainline meters, pressure recording gauges, and other appurtenances necessary 
in the opinion of the Department to the proper and efficient control of said pipe- 
line, together with all other property, rights, easements, and franchises relating 
to a complete water supply system and deemed necessary or convenient by the 
Department for the operation thereof (hereinafter collectively called the 
“Water SuppLy System”) ; and 

WHEREAS according to such bids, general plans and specifications, it is esti- 
mated that a water supply system adequate to meet all needs of the Department 
and other Federal Government consumers in the Key West Area may be con- 
structed at a total cost not in excess of the limitation of funds now appropriated, 
and that such water supply system would not be adequate also to furnish water 
for present and future prospective consumers to be served by the Florida Keys 
Aqueduct Commission except at a total estimtated cost in excess of Two Million 
Dollars ($2,000,000), but not exceeding Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000), and 
the Department has determined to construct a Water SuppLty System designed 
to meet the needs of the Department and Federal Government consumers in the 
Key West Area not served by the Water Drstrinution Systrem as hereinafter 
defined and, in addition, the estimated needs of present and future prospective 
consumers to be served by the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission in the event 
the Commission shall make available for the use of the Department in accord- 
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ance with the provisions of this Agreement, a sum sufficient to pay one-third of 
the construction cost of the WATER Supply SysTeM ; and 

Wuereas the Commission has determined to authorize and issue its water 
revenue bonds in an aggregate principal amount sufficient to pay one-third of the 
construction cost of the WATrerR Suprpity SysTeM; and to pay the whole cost of 
eonstructing distribution facilities, including mains, master meters, valves, 
hydrants, consumers’ meters and appurtenances in the adaptation of the exist- 
ing water distribution system in the City of Key West, Florida, to the uses of the 
Commission and to pay the whole cost of enlargements and extensions of such 
distribution system, and to pay the whole cost of constructing distribution facili- 
ties in certain communities along the Florida Keys, as hereinafter provided, in- 
cluding distribution storage works, booster pumping stations, master meters, to- 
gether with other facilities deemed necessary by the Commission to provide 
for taking from the Water Supriy System through outlets from the pipeline 
aqueduct, the water to which the Commission shall be entitled under this Agree- 
ment, and diverting and supplying such water to domestic, commercial, private 
and public consumers within the area to be served by the Commission, including 
the city of Key West, Florida (all hereinafter sometimes collectively called 
the “WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM”) ; and 

WHEREAS, the parties hereto desire to provide for the immediate construction 
of the WaTEeR Suppity System and for the proper apportionment of the water 
supply to be furnished thereby, Now, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises 
and of the mutual covenants set forth in this Agreement: 

Section 1. The Commission covenants to furnish or make available to the 
Department one-third of the construction cost, including the cost of land and 
easements, of the WATER Supply System, estimated not to exceed the sum of 
One Million Dollars ($1,000,000), for the purpose of constructing said WATER 
SuppLy System. Such moneys shall be made available to the Department at one 
time, or from time to time, as the Department may require for such purpose, 
but not earlier than June 1, 1941. The Commission further agrees that on demand 
it will furnish assurances satisfactory to the Department that such moneys will 
be made so available. (Such moneys shall be made available to the Department 
from the proceeds of the sale to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation of water 
revenue bonds of the Commission,) and shall be transmitted to the Property 
Accounting Officer, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts of the Navy Department for 
deposit with the Treasurer of the United States for the credit of the Naval Work- 
ing Fund. 

Immediately upon receipt by the Department of the initial payment made by 
the Commission for the account of the Department, or in lieu thereof upon 
receipt of assurance to the Department of such payment by the Commission, 
satisfactory to the Secretary of the Navy, the Department will proceed to con- 
struct the Water Suppry System in accordance with aforesaid estimates of cost 
and general plans and specifications and will complete such construction with 
all reasonable dispatch. 

Section 2. The Department agrees: 

(a) That it will construct and, throughout the term of this Agreement, will 
operate and maintain the Warer Supeprty System contemplated hereby and that 
the pipeline acqueduct included therein shall be eighteen inches in outside dia- 
meter, and that said line and all appurtenances integral therewith shall be 
designed for normal capacity of three million gallons of water daily. 

(6) That it will supply to the Commission in bulk, at all times, throughout the 
term of this Agreement and subject to the conditions hereof, at least one-third 
of the total quantity of water available in each twenty-four hours from the 
pipeline aqueduct when operated under normally designed conditions (said 
one-third being estimated at 1,000,000 gallons per day) at such point or points 
of withdrawal, and in such manner as may be determined in accordance with the 
provisions of this Agreement. 

(c) That it will receive and accept from the Commission as full compensation 
for water withdrawn by the Commission hereunder and for the Commission's 
proportionate share of the cost of operation, repair, and maintenance of the 
WATER SuppLty System, those amounts which are set forth and described herein, 
subject to and in accordance with all the provisions, terms, and conditions set 
forth in this Agreement. 

(d) That except for any Department or agency of the Federal Government, 
or any entity or corporation, the majority of whose capital stock is owned by 
the Federal Government and which is operated by the Federal Government, 
whether or not presently established, which may or can be served through the 
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facilities of a Federal Government-owned distribution system, the Department 
will not sell or furnish water from the Warer Supprty System to any civilian 
or industrial consumer or civilian agency other than the Commission. The 
Department reserves the right to serve any civilian or industrial consumer or 
civilian agency that the Commission neglects or refuses to serve, or where under 
the circumstances, immediate service is required for shipping or some other 
purpose and it is not practicable for the Commission to furnish such service. 
A neglect or refusal to serve shall occur when the Commission fails to reply 
to a written request for service by such civilian or industrial consumer or 
civilian agency within ten days by furnishing assurances that such service will 
be provided in accordance with the Commission's statutory powers and duties 
and in accordance with its established rules and regulations for the kind of 
service required, or by failing to provide such service within a reasonable time 
after such assurances are given. 

Section 3. The Commission agrees: 

(a) That on or before the date of the completion of the Water SuppLy System, 
it will enter into a contract or contracts with the City of Key West, Florida, 
providing for the operation and maintenance by the Commission of the water- 
distribution system of the City of Key West, Florida, which shall include suitable 
provisions under which the Commission shall be entitled and obliged to furnish 
water from the Water Supp_y System through the facilities of the Water D1s- 
rRIBUTION System, to all consumers who may be served thereby, in accordance 
with the Commission's statutory power and duties. Said contract or contracts 
shall be in effect without interruntion during the life of this Agreement. 

(bo) That the Commission will receive and accept from the Department, at 
the point or points of withdrawal from the pipeline aqueduct determined as set 
forth in Section 4 (d) and (e) of this Agreement, all water which it may require 
but not in excess of that to which it may be entitled hereunder, irrespective of 
pressure at which delivered, and that it will transmit such water without expense 
to the Department from such point or points of withdrawal to the place or places 
of ultimate use thereof or to suitable reservoirs, standpipes, or tanks for storage 
prior to the ultimate use thereof. 

(c) That it will be liable for and shall pay to the Department one-third of the 
cost of any major repairs or replacements of the Water Suppry SystTem, 
whether caused by ordinary wear and tear, fire, action of the elements, or Act 
ef God, which the Department may deem necessary to undertake and which are 
not part of the ordinary cost of operation and maintenance. 

(¢) That upon completion of construction of the WATER Suppiy System the 
Commission will establish, and at all times thereafter throughout the effective 
period of this agreement will maintain a special insurance fund to be desig- 
nated “Aqueduct Repair and Replacement Fund,” in the amount of at least 
$35,000, to be used for the purpose of effecting any major repairs or replacements 
which are not a part of the ordinary cost of operation and maintenance of the 
Warer Supply System. The moneys in the Aqueduct Repair and Replacement 
Fund shall be paid to the Department, when and as required, for the purpose 
of carrying out the obligations in Section 3 (c) hereof, but any such payments 
so made from such fund shall be used by the Department for the sole purpose 
ef major repairs or replacements to the WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM necessary to the 
continued eflicient operation thereof. Nothing in this subsection shall be con- 
strned to diminish or curtail the obligations incurred in Section 3 (c). 

(e) That the Commission shall hold and save the Government, its officers, 
agents, servants, and employees, harmless from adjudicated liability or expense 
of any nature or kind, or compromise agreement approved by a Federal court. 
including costs and expenses, for or on account of any injuries or damages suf- 
fered by consumers, or others affected by the operation of the Water D1srrisv- 
TION System, either by reason of any failure of the Department or the Commis- 
sion to furnish water of a quality or quantity herein provided for through the 
facilities of the Water Superty System or the Water DIstrinvuTION System, 
or any other act or event arising out of the operation of the WATER DrstrisvTion 
SYSTEM. 

Srcenon 4. The Department and the Commission mutually agree: 

(a) That all right, title and interest to the WATER SuppLy System shall be and 
remain in the Department and that the Commission shall have no right, title or 
interest therein. 

(b) That the Department will furnish and the Commission will receive and 
accept water of such quality which, after suitable purification treatment by the 
Commission, if requiréd, may be satisfactorily used for domestic purposes; pro- 
vided that the Department reserves the right to install such preliminary puri- 
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fication treatment at the source as it may deem necessary ; the cost of installation 
of such treatment facilities at the source shall be borne in the proportion of 
contribution for construction as set forth in Section 1, and the costs of main 
tenance, operation, and repair shall be borne in accordance with the propor- 
tionate costs as set forth in Section 5 (d). 

(c) That the Department may, at any time in its opinion deemed necessary, 
temporarily reduce the volume of water pumped into the pipeline aqueduct at the 
source of water supply, if such reduction in volume is deemed necessary by the 
Department to the maintenance of a quality of the water supply suitable for 
domestic uses, but in such event the Department shall immediately undertake 
with the cooperation of the Commission such reasonable steps as may be calcu- 
lated to restore the volume and quality of the water supply. 

(d@) That the Department shall construct, on or before the date of the com 
pletion of the Water Suppry System, valved outlets for withdrawal of water 
from the pipeline aqueduct through pipeline connections to be made by the 
Commission tor the purpose of supplying water for consumers to be served by 
that portion of the Water Distrrisuiton System obtained from the City of Key 
West, Florida, and improved and extended by the Commission, and additional 
valved outlets at communities such as Rock Harbor, Tavernier, Islamorada, 
Matecumbe, Marathon, Pigeon Key, and at such other locations as may be re 
quired by the Commission in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement 
The size and details of the valved outlets, and appurtenant facilities for With 
drawal of water, so constructed, shall be subject to the approval of the Depart 
ment. ° 
(e) That after completion of construction of the WaTER SuppLty System the 
Department “will construct at the request and expense of the Commission addi- 
tional valved outlets on the pipeline aqueduct provided that the installation of 
such additional valved outlets, together with the appurtenant facilities for the 
withdrawal of water, shall be subject to the approval of the Department, such 
approval to be based on the possible effect of the additional water withdrawals 
upon the adequacy and operating characteristics of the WaTerR Supply System 
to meet the needs of both the Department and the Commission.” 

Section 5. It is further mutually understood and agreed : 

(a) That in the event the payments made by the Commission for the use of 
the Department under the provisions of Section 1 of this Agreement, shall, at 
the date of the completion of the WATER Supply System, have exceeded one-third 
of the total construction cost of such system, then and in such event, the pay- 
ments by the Commission in excess of such amount shall be reimbursed by the 
Department to the Commission. 

(b) That in the event the requirements of the Department shall be such that 
the Commission may withdraw water from the pipeline aqueduct in excess of 
one-third of the total quantity of water available in each twenty-four hours, when 
the Water Suppiy Sysrem is operated under normally designed conditions, the 
Commission may, with the prior consent of the Secretary of the Navy, or his 
authorized representative, withdraw such additional water as may be permitted 
in such written consent In such case, however, the Commission and/or its 
customers will have no vested right in this additional supply and the Department 
may modify its written consent in the event its needs for water so require. The 
Commission shall hold and save the Government, its officers, agents, servants, 
and employees harmless from adjudicated liability or expense of any nature or 
kind, or compromise agreement approved by a Federal court, including costs 
and expenses, for or on account of any losses suffered by the Commission and/or 
its customers, by reason of such modification of consent, 

(c) That the military requirements of the United States of America shall 
have precedence over any and all rights of the Commission to withdraw water 
from the pipeline aqueduct and if, in the event of national emergency, the 
military requirements, in the judgment of the Secretary of the Navy, are such 
that the amount of water to be withdrawn by the Commission must be reduced 
or discontinued, the Department shall have the right to reduce or discontinue 
such withdrawals at such time or times, and for such lengths of time as shall be 
necessary in the judgment of the Secretary of the Navy 

(d) That the Commission shall reimburse the Department in full for the 
Commission’s proportionate share of all costs incurred by the Department in the 
operation, maintenance, and nontajor repairs of the Water Supply SysvTeM, 
and such costs shall be apportioned between the Commission and the Depart 
ment on a basis proportionate to the respective consumptions of water by the 


Commission and the Department 
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(e) That bills shall be rendered by the Department to the Commission quarter 
annually for the Commission’s share of the cost incurred by the Department in 
the operation, maintenance and repair of the Water Suppty SysteM. Such 
bills shall be paid on or before the 15th day following the receipt of the same 
and such sums shall be treated as an expense of operation of WATER DIsTRIBU- 
TION System, and shall be included by the Commission in its budget of costs of 
operation, maintenance, repair and replacement of the WATER DISTRIBUTION 
SYSTEM. 

(f) That when the Water Suprty System has been completed and is ready 
for operation, the Department and the Commission shall estimate the cost of 
operation and maintenance of said system for the next succeeding six months. 
At the expiration of the first six months of operation an estimate of such costs 
shall be prejaid for the six months’ period next ensuing. At the termination 
of the first year of operation, and annually thereafter, the annual cost of opera- 
tion and maintenance shall be so estimated. These estimates shall form a basis 
for planning operations for the ensuing period. 

(g) That the line of demarcation between the WATER SuprpLty SYsTemM and the 
Water DISTRIBUTION SysTEM shall be taken at valved outlets on the pipeline 
aqueduct and that all piping beyond such outlets, together with pressure regu- 
lators, meters, supplemental valves, tanks, reservoirs, or other distribution de- 
vices shall be considered as a part of the WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM. 

(h) That all supplemental costs for patrol and/or protective service, over and 
above those required under normal conditions, and which arise by virtue of a 
national emergency, shall be borne by the Department. 

Seerron 6. This Agreement shall be in full force and effect for and during the 
term of fifty years from the date of signing thereof, provided that the Depart- 
ment shall be liable for any financial or monetary obligation arising out of this 
Agreement only to the extent that an appropriation therefor has been or may be 
made by the Congress. This Agreement, at the expiration thereof, may be 
further extended in accordance with such terms and conditions as may be mutu- 
ally agreed upon. 

Section 7. No Member of or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner 
nor any other person belonging to or employed in the service of the United States, 
shall be admitted to any share or part of any contract arising from this Agree- 
ment or to any benefit that may arise therefrom, but this provision shall not be 
construed to extend to such contract if made with a corporation for its general 
benefit. 

Section 8. This Agreement shall not be abrogated or suspended by reason of 
the judicial appointment of a receiver, or trustee in bankruptcy or other reor- 
ganization proceedings, or other person for a similar purpose, to take over man- 
agement and operation of the Water DistrinuTIon System, provided such ap- 
pointee performs the duties and obligations required of the Commission by this 
Agreement. 

Section 9. Neither party to this Agreement shall assign any interest herein 
without the consent of the other party, but the Commission may assign its interest 
herein as security for performance of.any obligation issued by it. Any such 
assignment shall not disturb the treatment of the payments under Sections 5 (d) 
and (e) as an expense of operation of the Water DistrRiBUTION SYSTEM. 

Section 10. In case any one or more of the provisions of this Agreement shall 
for any reason be held to be illegal or invalid, such illegality or invalidity shall 
not affect any other provisions of this Agreement, but this Agreement shall be 
construed and enforced as if such illegal or invalid provisions had not been 
contained herein. 

In Witness WHEREoF, the Department has caused the signature of the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to be hereunto affixed and the Commission has caused the signa- 
ture of its Chairman and the official seal of the Commission to be hereunto affix- 
ed, all pursuant to authority first had in the premises, as of this 18th day of 
March, 1941. 

THe UNrtep STaTes OF AMERICA, 
By Frank Knox, 
Secretary of the Navy. 
Fiorma Keys AQuepucr COMMISSION, 
By Wo. T. Dovenrtry, 
Chairman. 

Signed and Sealed in the presence of H. P. NeepHaM. 

{SEAL ] Attest : 

Attorney. 

Approved as to form: , Judge Advocate General. 
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WASHINGTON, District of Columbia: 

Before me Alma Frances Boyd, the undersigned Notary Public in and for 
Washington, District of Columbia, personally came William T. Doughtry, to me 
personally known to be the individual described in and who executed the forego- 
ing agreement and to be the Chairman of the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commis- 
sion ; and the said William T. Doughtry acknowledged to me that he executed the 
said instrument in behalf of and as the free, true and lawful act and deed of said 
Commission for the uses and purposes therein mentioned, and he acknowledged 
the same to be his true and lawful act. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal 
this 18th day of March, 1941. 


[SEAL | ALMA FRANCES Boyp, 
Notary Public. 
(For copy of new contract see pp. 104 to 112.) 


LEGAL QUESTION PRESENTED 


Senator Corpon. It is an interesting piece of legislation, Mr. Chair- 
man, and I hope it is not a precedent. In legal effect, the Congress 
has delegated to the two Armed Services Committees authority to 
determine the sufficiency of the contracting question which of course 
this committee can pass on in the first instance, because we still have 
not appropriated the money. But thereafter that contract may be 
umended in any respect, and I take it could be modified substantially 
out of existence without any action on the part of the Congress as a 
whole, but solely upon the approval of the two committees of Con- 
gress. It is a departure from legislative practice, but it is the law. 

Senator Exitenper. As I understand, the amount that you are now 
asking to be appropriated is going to be used in order to retire that 

‘ “nae a 
part of the amount owed by the Aqueduct Commission to RFC. 

Commander Corrapt. Yes, sir. The law specifically states that. 

Senator Evtenper. As to that facility, will the city of Key West 
continue on paying for its water as it has in the past ? 

Commander Corraprt. It will keep on paying for its water, but not 
on a partnership basis as it has in the past. 

Senator Evtenper. That is not the question I asked you. I am ask- 
ing you whether or not it will keep on paying for the upkeep and 
maintenance and everything else. 

Commander Corrapt. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Ettenper. As to the new facility that you propose to build, 
will the city help to pay to amortize the cost of that to the Govern- 
ment ¢ 

Commander Corrapr. Yes; it will. 

Senator ELLenver. To what extent ? 


REIMBURSEMENT CONTRACT 


Commander Corrapt. This contract establishes a rate structure 
which is so designed as to fully compensate the Government for the 
cost of maintenance, operation, the interest on the capital investment, 
and the amortization of the capital investment. 

Senator Ettenper. You mean in whole? 

Commander Corrapt. In whole; yes, sir. 

Senator Ettenper. Will that include the new facility as well as the 
old, or just the new facility ? 

Commander Corrapt. It will include the new facility as well as the 
old, and of course the proportion of the capital investment they pay 
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will depend on the proportion of water they use; it is so much per 
thousand gallons, 

Senator ELLenper. You mean the Navy will be charged on the same 
basis as the city ¢ 

Commander Corrapt. That is right, and the Commission will pay 
its share. 

Senator ELtenper. The facts are, then, that although the Navy is 
going to build this facility for that part of the water that is going to 
be used by the city of Key West to take care of its patrons, they will 
pay a sufficient sum to amortize the facilities you have just indicated ¢ 

Commander Corrapi. If the Navy builds a facility for that purpose, 
they will. 

Senator Fereuson. Iff I thought you said they would. 

Commander Corrapt. This contract is intended to protect the Gov- 
ernment and only that water which is not needed by the Navy will be 
sold to the city. 

Chairman McKetuar. Is it a long contract ¢ 

Commander Corrapt. It is several pages long. 


IMPROVEMENT OF AQUEDUCT FACILITY 


Senator ELLenper. Maybe I misunderstood you. The Navy will 
not build an additional facility. 

Commander Corrapt. We intend to improve it; yes, sir. 

Senator EvLenper. How ¢ 

Commander Corrapt. Replace some of the pumps, replace the pipes. 

Senator ELLenper. Will you increase the capacity ‘ 

Commander Corrapi. The results of this replacement will increase 
the capacity; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. I misunderstood you. 

Commander Corrapt. If we were to build a completely new facility, 
or if we were to say change the 18-inch pipe to 24-inch to take care of 
the need of the city of Key West, this contract would be subject to 
revision, because that would involve an increase in the capital invest- 
ment, and the city of Key West would then have to pay more. 

Senator Ev.tenper. Then as I now understand you, the present 
facility will simply be improved by putting pipe where it is corroded, 
or new pumps, or whatever may be necessary to increase the capacity 
of the present pipeline. 

Commander Corrapt. Yes; that is exactly right. 

Chairman McKetnar. Is that the old contract you have there or the 
new contract f 

Commander Corrapt. This is the new contract that has been ap- 
proved by the Armed Services Committees. 

Senator HoLtanp. Would you like to have that filed ? 

Chairman McKeuiar. Perhaps you could read it, if it is not too 
long. 

COSTS OF ADDITIONAL IMPROVEMENTS 


Senator Extenper. How much would it cost to put the facility in 
shape that you contemplate ¢ 

Commander Corrapi. I could give you a top figure. It would be 
no more than $250,000. That is on a $4,000,000 project. 
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Chairman McKewiar. Then this provision in the bill was for more 
than that. 

Senator Ettenper. No, sir. The additional work, as I understand, 
Mr. Chairman, would cost about a quarter of a million dollars. 

Senator HotLanp. That is the highest estimate the commander says. 

Chairman McKetiar. The Government will pay that $250,000. 

Commander Corrapi. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKetxiar. Will it get any benefit at all? 


PRIMARY SERVICE FOR NAVAL INSTALLATIONS 


Commander Corrapr. Yes, sir. The aqueduct is designed to serve 
primarily the naval installations. Such water as is not used by the 
naval installations under the terms of this contract will be sold to the 
Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission. They will be the only customer 
the Navy has. The contract is very specific in that it involves the 
sale of only that water which is surplus to the needs of the Government. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Chairman McKe var. Is there anything else? 

Senator Younc. May I ask if this matter was presented to the 
Bureau of the Budget / 

Chairman McKetwar. He said it had not been. 

Senator Hottanp. This matter was not presented to the Bureau 
of the Budget at this time. It was approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget at the time this public law was passed by the Eighty-first 
Congress. But the matter is now just another one of these war 
measures where they are rushing to complete this needed work and 
where the Armed Services Committees have just completed their func- 
tioning and their approval of this set-up. We have not been unwilling 
for it to be submitted to anybody. 

Senator Youna. Is the situation so bad that it could not wait for 
the first supplemental next year? 

Senator Hotitanp. The necessary work has to be done between now 
and then. Of course, the committee will have to be satisfied as to 
when it should be inserted. At this time 3 or 4 days ago I had no 
information that the Navy was all ready to go, but I approve of the 
fact that they want to go just as quickly as they can, because the need 
is great. Sometimes at Key West they are using salt water in the 
baths and that kind of use, because they just do not have enough water. 

Chairman McKetiar. All right. We are very much obliged to you. 

Senator Corpon. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that both contracts be 
printed in our record, particularly for the benefit of the House. 

Chairman McKettar. Without objection, it will be done, and the 
justification may also be inserted at this point in the record. 

(The contracts and justification follow :) 

Naval Base, Key West, Fla.: For necessary expenditures for refund to the 
Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission of the sum advanced for certain water 
facilities as authorized by Public Law 379, Eighty-first Congress : $1,096,392.91. 


Vaval Base, Key West, Fla. 


Acquisition of interest of Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission in 
Florida Keys aqueduct : 
Authorization: 
Amount - , $1, 096, 392. 91 


Unfinanced 1, 096, 592. 91 
Appropriation, fiscal year 1952 ; : 1, 096, 392. 91 
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BASIS OF REQUIREMENT 


(a) Public Law 379, Eighty-first Congress, authorized the Secretary of the 
Navy to cancel or amend an agreement of March 18, 1941, with the Florida Keys 
Aqueduct Commission after consultation with the Armed Services Committees 
of the Senate and of the House of Representatives on all details of a new agree- 
ment satisfactory to the Secretary of the Navy, the Board of Directors of the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, and the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission. 

(b) Such cancellation or amendment is conditioned by Public Law 379 on: 

(1) the surrender to the Department of the Navy of all right, title, and 
interest, if any, of the commission in and to the water-supply system con- 
structed or in the course of construction in accordance with such agreement 
and to the receipt of water under the existing provisions of such agreement ; 

(2) the payment by the Department of the Navy to the commission of the 
sum of $1,096,392.91, which sum is the amount heretofore paid by the com- 
mission to or for the account of the Navy pursuant to such agreement; and 

(3) the furnishing by the commission of satisfactory assurances that such 
sum will be employed by the commission to retire bonds heretofore issued 
by the commission under the terms of a trust indenture, dated September 1, 
1941, between the commission and the First National Bank of Miami, Fla. 

(c) Public Law 379 authorized the appropriation to the Department of the 
Navy -of not more than $1,096,392.91 for disbursement pursuant to subsection 2, 
above. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


A new agreement complying with the requirements of Public Law 379, Eighty- 
first Congress, has been cleared with the Armed Services Committees of the 
Senate and of the House of Representatives. It is requested that the sum of 
$1,096,392.91 be appropriated to the Department of the Navy in order that the 
new agreement may be consummated. 


Basis of estimate 
Estimated cost 

Amount heretofore paid by the commission to or for the account of 

The Department of Navy pursuant to the agreement dated Mar. 

18, 1941 — 
Total estimated cost 
Authorization, Public Law 379, Sist Cong 1, 096, 392. 91 
Appropriation requested, fiscal year 1952 1, 096, 392. 91 


Contract NOy (U) 


THis AGREEMENT made and entered into by and between the United States of 
America (hereinafter referred to as the “Government”), acting through the 
Department of the Navy (hereinafter called the “Department’’), represented by 
the Secretary of the Navy, and the Florida Keys, Aqueduct Commission (here- 
inafter called the “Commission”), a public agency of the State of Florida. 

WITNESSETH : 

WuHereas the Government owns, and the Department has custody and con- 
trol of, and operates and maintains, an aqueduct and water supply system (here- 
inafter referred to as the “Water Supply System’) extending from the main- 
land of Florida, at or near the City of Homestead, through the Florida Keys to 
the City of Key West, Florida, and 

WuHerkas the Commission is a duly created body corporate and politic and 
a public agency of the State of Florida, having been officially created by an 
Act of the Legislature of the State of Florida, known as the “Florida Keys 
Aqueduct Commission Act” (Ch. 21231, 1941, of the Special Laws of the State of 
Florida) approved by the Governor of Florida, May 26, 1941, and 

WuHereas the Government and the Commission desire to enter into an agree- 
ment, pursuant to the authority of Public Law 379, 81st Congress, First Session, 
under which the Department will supply water to the Commission; and 

WHerEAS the Secretary of the Navy by his duly authorized representative, 
has consulted with the Armed Services Committees of the Senate and of the 
House of Representatives with respect to all the details of this Agreement and 
the said Committees have 

Now, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and of the terms, condi- 
tions, and mutual agreements hereinafter set forth, the Government and the 
Commission do agree as follows: 





mm bmhetet ao ab th os eo UCL OW 


~— = eo a WS 


-~ FF  _— SS ~*~ a. tees a ee 


—_—_ 


——— 





a te ENT pelts ATW eo 








SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 105 


SEcTION 1. Supply of Water by Government.—(a) Subject to the continued 
availability of appropriations for the operation and maintenance of the Water 
Supply System, the Government will supply to the Commission in bulk, through- 
out the term of this Agreement and subject to the conditions hereof, upon the 
request of the Commission, such water as may be available from the Water 
Supply System under normal operating conditions which is surplus to the Gov- 
ernment’s own needs. Such water will be delivered at such points of with- 
drawal and in such a manner as may be determined by the Government, as 
hereinafter provided: Provided, however, That the existing points of with- 
drawal shall be deemed to be approved by the Government. 

(b) The Commission will receive and accept all water so furnished by the 
Government at the points of withdrawal established by the Government here- 
under, irrespective of the pressure at which delivered, and the Commission shall 
pay the Government for such water at the rates provided in Section 4 below. 

(c) The water supplied by the Government to the Commission hereunder shall 
be of such quality as, after suitable treatment by the Commission, if required, 
may be satisfactorily used for domestic purposes. 

Secrion 2. (a) “Unaccounted-for Water.”—The Commission shall, within one 
year from the effective date of this agreement, reduce the “unaccounted-for 
water” in its distribution facilities to an amount not in excess of twelve and 
one-half (124%4%) percent of the total quantity of water supplied to the Com- 
mission by the Government. As used in this Agreement, the term “unaccounted- 
for water” means the difference between the total quantity of water delivered 
to the Commission by the Government during any period and the total quantity 
of water metered by the Commission to all of its customers during the same 
period. After the expiration of one year from the effective date of this Agree- 
ment, the Commission shall pay the Government for all unaccounted for water 
in excess of the percentage above set forth the charges specified in Section 4 
(b) below. 

(b) Conservation of Water.—In the event of any curtailment of deliveries of 
water by the Government hereunder for any reason, or in the event that the 
Commission’s withdrawals of water from the Water Supply System exceeds 
55,000 M gallons per month the Commission shall place in effect such rules ana 
regulations relative to the use and conservation of water by its consumers as 
may be reasonable and as required and practiced by the Government. 

Section 3. Sale of Water to Government Agencies.—(a) The Government will 
not sell or furnish water from its water supply system to any civilian or indus- 
trial consumer or to any civilian agency other than the Commission, except 
that the Government may sell or furnish water to meet the needs (which term 
shall have the same meaning as that given in paragraph (b) of this section) 
of departments or agencies of the Government or entities or corporations the 
majority of whose stock is owned by the Government (such departments, agencies, 
entities, or corporations being hereinafter referred to as “Government Agencies”), 
whether or not presently established. Consumers other than Government 
Agencies shall be supplied with water by the Commission on such terms and 
conditions and to such extent as the Commission is authorized or required by law. 

(b) The Commission will transmit and deliver through its distribution system, 
to such Government Agencies in the Florida Keys area as the Department may 
designate, such water as may be required to meet the needs of the Government 
Agencies designated (which needs shall not mean the furnishing of water for 
residence requirements of civilians in housing facilities not owned and operated 
by the Armed Services) : provided, That the Government shall bear its equitable 
share of the cost of any new specific facilities, or changes in existing facilities, 
required to deliver water to such Government Agencies. For all water so trans- 
mitted and delivered by the Commission to such Government Agencies, the 
Government shall pay the Commission at the rate set forth in Section 4 (c) 
below e 

(c) The quantity of water delivered by the Commission to designated Gov- 
ernment Agencies hereunder, together with an allowance of 0.125 gallons for 
each gallon so delivered (to cover estimated losses incurred by the Commission 
in transmitting such water through its distribution system) shall be deducted 
from the total amount of water delivered to the Commission and to be paid for 
under Section 4 (a) below. 

Section 4. Rates and Charges.—(a) The Commission shall pay the Govern- 
ment for all water supplied to it, less the deduction provided for in Section 3 
(c) above, at the following rates: 

First 30,000 M gals. per month, at 40 cents /M gals. 
Next 10,000 M gals. per month, at 25 cents /M gals. 
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Next 10,000 M gals. per month, at 27.5 cents /M gals. 
Next 10,000 M gals, per month, at 30 cents /M gals. 
Excess over 60,000 M gals. per month, at 40 cents /M gals. 

(b) Charge for excess “unaccounted-for water.’—In addition to the rates 
provided above, the Commission shall pay to the Government a charge of ten 
cents (10¢) per thousand gallons for all unaccounted-for water in excess of 
twelve and one-half (12% %) percent of the total quantity of water furnished to 
the Commission by the Government. 

(c) Rate for transmission and delivery of water by Commission to Govern- 
ment Agencies.—Yor the transmission and delivery of all water by the Com- 
mission through its distribution system to the designated Government Agencies, 
the Government shall pay the Commission at the rate of: 34¢ per thousand 
gallons. 

Secrrion 5. Measurement of Water.—(a) Metering—All water furnished by 
the Gevernment to the Commission hereunder shall be measured by suitable 
metering equipment of standard manufacture which shall be furnished, in- 
stalled, maintained and calibrated by the Commission, all subject to the ap 
proval of the Department. All such meters shall be read by the Department. 
The total quantity of water delivered to the Commission during any period shall 
be determined by taking the arithmetical total of the readings of all meters 
through which such water is delivered. 

All water delivered by the Commission for the Government to designated Gov- 
ernment Agencies shall be measured by suitable metering equipment of stand- 
ard manufacture furnished, installed, maintained, calibrated and read by the 
Commission. The total quantity of water transmitted by the Commission to 
designated Government Agencies under Section 3 above during any period shall 
be determined by taking the arithmetical total of the readings of all meters 
through which such water is delivered. 

(b) Meter Reading.—The Government and the Commission shall read all 
meters, as provided under (a) above, at intervals of approximately thirty (30) 
days and, insofar as practicable, all such meters shall be read in the presence 
of representatives of the Department and the Commission. The Commission 
and the Government shall, so far as practicable, coordinate their meter reading 
schedules so that all meters will be read on the same date. 

(c) Meter Tests —The Commission, at its expense, shall inspect and test all 
of its meters within three (3) years from the effective date of this Agreement. 
After such initial inspection and testing, each such meter shall be inspected and 
tested at periodic intervals not exceeding seven (7) years. The Commission shall 
operate and maintain a regular and continuous program for inspecting and test- 
ing of meters as required hereunder and shall keep the Department advised of 
the place at which such testing and inspection operations are conducted. The 
Department shall have the right to have its representatives present at any or all 
times when such inspections and testing of meters is being carried on and shall 
have the right to examine the records of the Commission pertaining to all meters 
and the findings and results of inspections and tests of such meters. 

At the written request of the Government, the Commission shall make addi- 
tional tests, in the presence of representatives of the Government, of any and 
all meters through which water is delivered by the Government to the Commis- 
sion or delivered by the Commission to designated Government Agencies. The 
cost of such additional tests shall be borne by the Government if the percentage 
of error is found to be not more than two (2) percent fast on those meters throngh 
which water is delivered to the Commission or is found to be not more than two 
(2) percent slow or fast on those meters through which water is delivered by 


the Commission to designated Government Agencies. 
No meter shall be placed in service or allowed to remain in service which 
has an error in registration in excess of two (2) percent under normal operating 


conditions. 
(ad) Meter Failures and Errors.—In the event any meter through which water 


is delivered to the Commission by the Government or delivered by the Com- 
mission to designated Government Agencies fails to register, or registers in- 
correctly, the water delivered through such meter, the average monthly deliv- 
eries of water through such meter for the previous three months shall be taken 
as the water delivered during the current month; Provided, however, That no 
correction of the quantity of water delivered through any such meter shall 
be made retroactively beyond a period of six months next preceding the month 
in which such failure or incorrect registration is discovered. For the purpose 
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of this paragraph, any meter which registers not more than two (2) percent 
slow or fast shall be deemed correct. 
Vetering Consumers Served by Commission.—All consumers served by 


(e) 
no meters shall be required for 


the Commission shall be metered except that 
fire hydrants or fire sprinkler systems. The Commission shall, except as above 
provided, install meters in the service connections to all of its customers who 
upon the effective date of this Agreement are receiving unmetered service and 
shall thereafter operate its system on a fully metered basis Within sixty 
(60) days after the effective date of this Agreement, the Commission shall 
furnish to the Department a schedule covering the installation of such meters, 
which schedule shall provide for the completion of the installation of all such 
meters within one (1) year from the effective date of this Agreement. 

SecTion 6. Payment of Charges.—(a) Invoices.—The Commission shall, within 
five (5) days from the date of the taking of readings on its meters measuring 
the quantity of water delivered to designated Government Agencies, render 
to the Department certified invoices in quadruplicate which shall contain stat 
ments of the readings of such meters at the beginning and end of the month, 
meter constants, the quantity of water delivered durifig such month to desig 
nated Government Agencies, the quantity of water to be credited against the 
water received by the Commission for transmission during the month to desig 
nated Government Agencies, which credit shall be computed at the rate set forth 
in Section 3 (c) above, and such other pertinent data as shall be required by 


‘ 


the Government 

Within five (5) days from the receipt by the Government of the Commission's 
invoices, but in no event later than ten days after the date on which the Gov 
ernment reads the meters in accordance with paragraph (b) of Section 5 above, 
the Government shall render invoices to the Commission, in quadruplicate, 
which shall contain statements of the meter readings at the beginnnig and end 
of the month, meter constants, total quantity of water delivered to the Com 
mission, the quantity of water to be credited to the Commission r the water 
transmitted by the Commission to designated Government Agencies during that 
month, the gross amount due the Government for water delivered to the Com 
mission, the credit due the Commission for transmission of water to Government 
Agencies and the net amount due the Government from the Commission. All 
invoices rendered to the Commission hereunder shall be paid by the Com 
mission within fifteen (15) days after the date of the rendering of such invoices 

Within thirty (30) days from the expiration of the second year after the 
effective date of this Agreement, and within thirty (30) days from the expiratior 
of each succeeding year during the term of this Agreement, the Commission shall 
render to the Department a certified statement setting forth the total quantit 
of water delivered to the Commission by the Government during the preceding 
year, the total quantity of water metered by the Commission to all of its cus 
tomers during that year, the total of “unaccounted for water” for that year 
and the quantity of unaccounted for water in excess of twelve and one-half 
12440) percent of the total quantity of water furnished to the Commission 
by the Government during that year. The Commission shall, at the time of 
the submission of such statement, pay to the Government for all excess una 
counted for water at the rate set forth in Section 4 (b) above 

(b) Advance Special Deposit——The Commission shall deposit with the Gov 
ernment, in advance, an amount equal to the estimated charges to the Commission 
for one (1) month’s supply of water, which deposit shall be held by the De 
partment in the Naval Working Fund and shall be kept current by the monthly 
payments made by the Commission hereunder Upon the termination of this 
Agreement, any balance of said deposit remaining after payment of all claims 
of the Government under this Agreement shall be refunded to the Commission 

SE TION 7 Term of tareement Subject to the conditions herein set forth 
this Agreement shall continue in full force and effect for the term of twenty-five 
25>) years from the effective date hereof, unless sooner terminated by either 
party in accordance with the provisions hereof. 

SECTION 8. Termination by the Government.—This Agreement may be teri 
hated by the Government: (a) in the event that the Commission shall default 
in making payment for water supplied by the Government hereunder and such de 
fault continues undischarged for a period of 180 days after notice by the Govern 
ment to the Commission of such default, or (b) if appropriations are not available 
for the operation and maintenance by the Government of the Water Supply 
System, or (¢) during any national emergency declared by the President o1 
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Congress if the Secretary of the Navy determines that such termination is 
required in the interest of national defense. 

Section 9. Termination by the Commission.—The Commission may terminate 
this Agreement at any time upon notice in writing to the Government, given at 
least ninety (90) days prior to the date on which termination is desired to be 
made effective, provided, however, that such termination shall not relieve the 
Commission of the obligation to pay in full all charges accruing prior to the date 
of termination. 

Secrion 10. Right of First Refusal.—tin the event that this Agreement shall be 
terminated by the Government and the Government shall thereafter have offered 
the Water Supply System for sale as surplus, the Commission shall, insofar as 
permitted by applicable law, have the right, within sixty (60) days after receiving 
appropriate notice from the Government, to purchase the Water Supply System 
upon the same terms and at the same price as contained in the best offer received 
by, and acceptable to, the Government. 

SecTION 11. Facilities —All right, title, and interest to the Water Supply Sys- 
tem is, and shall remain, in the Government and the Commission shall have no 
right, title, or interest therein whatsoever. The Government will install, oper- 
ate, and maintain all facilities and equipment required to furnish water to the 
Commission hereunder at all approved points of withdrawal. At the request and 
expense of the Commission, paid for in advance, the Government will install such 
additional valved outlets on the aqueduct pipeline, together with the appurte- 
nant facilities for the withdrawal of water, as may be authorized under this 
Agreement: Provided, That such additional, and the existing, points of with- 
drawal and the quantity of water withdrawn, or to be withdrawn, therefrom do 
not adversely affect the adequacy of the Water Supply System to meet the needs 
of the Government and the Commission. In no event, however, will any points 
of withdrawal be established less than 5,000 feet apart unless, in the determina- 
tion of the Department, a lesser distance is considered necessary for engineering 
or operating reasons. ‘The size and details of all valved outlets and appurtenant 
facilities, including pumps, shall be subject to the approval of the Department. 

Section 12. Revision of Rates and Charges.—(a) The Government reserves 
the right to revise the rates and charges set forth in Sections 4 (a) and 4 (b) 
above at such time or times, but not more often than once a year, as the unit cost 
to the Government of furnishing water to the Commission increases or decreases 
by more than five (5) pereent. Any revision of rates or charges effected here- 
under shall be limited to the actual increases or decreases in such unit cost. 

(b) The Commission may revise the charge set forth in Section 4 (c) above 
Ait such time or times, but not more often than once a year, as the Commission’s 
unit cost of distribution of water (exclusive of the cost of water purchased here- 
under) increases or decreases by more than five (5) percent. Any revision of 
charges effected hereunder shall be limited to the actual increases or decreases in 
such unit cost. 

(c) The revised rates and charges established under (a) and (b) above shall 
not become effective until the party desiring such revision shall have first given 
ninety (90) days’ notice in writing to the other party setting forth the revised 
rates requested and the changes in cost upon which such revised rates are based. 

(d) At any time after two (2) years from the date of the last previous revision 
of rates hereunder, either part to this Agreement may request a review of the 
rates established by the other party hereunder. The party of whom such a re- 
quest is made shall review the rates then in effect and, if the unit costs upon 
which such rates were based have decreased by more than five (5) percent, shall 
revise the rates then in effect to reflect the actual decrease in unit cost. 

(e) All supplemental costs for patrol and/or protective service, over and 
above those required under normal conditions, and which arise by virtue of a 
national emergency, shall be borne by the Department and shall not be included 
in determining the cost of furnishing water, 

Section 13. Use of $35,000 Paid by Commission.—The Government agrees that 
the sum of thirty-five thousand ($35,000) dollars to be paid to it by the Commis- 
sion, under the terms of the separate agreement between the Commission and the 
Government cancelling Contract NOd-—2127, will be used by the Government for 
the performance of deferred maintenance on the Water Supply System which 
shall have accrued prior to the effective date of this Agreement. 

Secrion 14. Indemnification—The Commission shall indemnify and save and 
hold harmless the Government, its officers, agents, servants, or employees, from 
any and all liability or expense of any nature or kind for, or on account of, any 
injuries, damages, or ‘loss of profits suffered by consumers or others resulting 











SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 109 


from, or arising out of the operation of, the Commission’s distribution system 
and from any liability whatsoever resulting from, or arising out of the breach 
by the Commission, its agents, servants, employees, or licensees, of any of the 
terms of this agreement. 

Section 15. Nonassignment.—Neither party to this Agreement shall assign 
this Agreement or any interest therein without the written consent of the other 
party, except, however, that the Commission may assign its interest herein as 
security for the performance of any obligations heretofore issued or hereafter to 
be issued by it. 

Section 16. Appointment of Receiver for Commission.—This Agreement shall 
not be abrogated or suspended by reason of the judicial appointment of a Re- 
ceiver or trustee in bankruptcy or other reorganization proceedings, or other 
person for a similar purpose, to take over management and operation of the 
Commission, provided such appointee performs all of the duties and obligations 
imposed upon the Commission by this Agreement. 

Section 17. Officials Not To Benefit—No member of or delegate to Congress, or 
Resident Commissioner, shall be admitted to any share or part of any contract 
arising from this Agreement or to any benefit that may arise therefrom, but this 
provision shall not be construed to extend to such contract if made with a cor- 
poration for its general benefit. 

Section 18. Saving Provision.—In case any one or more of the provisions of 
this Agreement shall for any reason be held to be illegal or invalid such illegality 
or invalidity shall not affect any other provisions of this Agreement, but this 
Agreement shall be construed and enforced as if such illegal or invalid provi- 
sions had not been contained herein. 

SecTion 19. Definition of “Department.”—As used in this Agreement, “Depart- 
ment” shall mean the Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of the Bureau of Yards 
and Docks, the Officer in Charge of this contract, and such other duly authorized 
representative or representatives as the Secretary or the Chief of the Bureau of 
Yards and Docks may designate from time to time. 

Section 20. Officer in Charge of Contract.—The Secretary or the Chief of the 
Bureau of Yards and Docks will designate an officer of the Civil Engineer Corps, 
United States Navy, or other officer or representative of the Government, as 
Officer in Charge of Contract, who shall, under the direction of the Secretary 
and the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks, have complete charge of this 
Agreement and operations thereunder, so far as they affect the interests of the 
Government. 

SectTion 21. Effective Date——This Agreement shall be deemed entered into and 
shall become effective on the cancellation of the existing contract NOd-—2127 pur- 
suant to the separate agreement between the Commission and the Government, 
entered into under the authority of Public Law 379, Slst Congress, First Session. 

in WITNESS WHEREOF, the Department has caused the signature of the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to be hereunto affixed and the Commission has caused the 
signature of its chairman and the official seal of the Commission to be hereunto 
affixed, all pursuant to authority first had in the premises, as of this__......_- 
day of PES 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
RE a eee blivaith sa hahahah 
Secretary of the Navy. 
FiLorRIpA Keys AQuEpUcT COMMISSION, 
Chairman. 

ATTESTED : 

Signed and sealed in the presence of: 

ee et ray ee SRN RY ae ied aheclialld dab esebinbaeanmh acd thianaiciiid Rania! — 


Contract NOy (U) " 
THis AGREEMENT made and entered into this day of . 
I9__ by and between the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, acting through the 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (hereinafter called the “Department”), repre- 
sented by the Secretary of the Navy, and the FLORIDA KEYS AQUEDUCT 
COMMISSION (hereinafter called the “Commission”), a public agency of the 
State of Florida. 
WITNESSETH : 
Wuereas the Commission was officially created by an act of the Legis'ature 
approved June 26, 1940, under Title III—Navy DepartMent—Pvustic Works, 








110 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


Bureav or Yarps aNp Docks (54 Stat. 599, GOS), provided funds for the fo 
lowing public works project: “Naval Station, Key West, Florida: Development 
of Water Supply, including pipeline and Acquisition of Land, $2,000,000; Provided 
That said pipeline may be built in cooperation with an agency of the State of 
Florida” ; and 

WHereas the Commission was officially created by an act of the Legislature 
of the State of Florida, known as the “Florida Keys Aquedact Commission Act 
(Ch. 21231, 1941, of the Special Laws of the State of Florida), approved by the 
Governor of Florida May 26, 1941, as a “body corporate and politic and a publi 
the State of Florida” and was authorized “to enter into contracts wit! 
r the construction, operation and maintenance of the Water-Supp 


he SaVY Lol 


ameeney of 
System” : and 

WHEREAS an agreement dated March 18, 1941, designated as Contract NOd—-2127 
Was entered into between the United States of America, acting through the 
Department, and ; 
hance of an aqueduct and water distribution system for supplying water in t's 
Florida Keys area, embracing the Florida Keys and extending from the mai 


e Commission, for the construction, operation, and maint 


land to the City of Key West: and 

WHEREAS under the terms of said contract NOd-2127 the Department was to 
construct the water supply system and the Commission was to contribute one 
third of the cost of such construction, and the Commission was also obligated to 
pay one-third of the cost of any major repairs or replacement to the system and 
to pay a proportionate share of the costs incurred by the Department in the 
operation of. and in nonmajor repairs to, the water supply system and, subjoct 
to paramount military requirements in the event of a national emergency, the 
(Coummission was to receive at least one-third of the water available from the 
system for the term of 50 years ; sind 

WHEREAS the water-supply system provided for under said Contract NOd—-2127 
Was thereafter constructed, and is being operated, by the Department and is con 
nected to a distribution system acquired, constructed, and operated by the Com 
inission ; and 

WHEREAS out of: the proceeds of water revenue bonds issued by the Commissior 
and purchased by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, the Commission has 
contributed the sum of $1,096,392.91 to the Department under the terms of 
Contract NOd-2127, on account of its proportionate share of the cost of con 
struction of the water-supply system, and the Department claims that there are 
additional sums owing to it on account of the Commission's share of the cost of 
construction, and 

Wuereas the Department further claims that there are sums owing to it by 
the Commission under the said Contract NOd—-2127 for the Commission's one-third 
share of the cost of certain major repairs and replacements to the water-supply 
system made by the Department, and 

Whereas Public Law 379, Sist Congress, Ist Session, approved Octceber 25 
i440. authorized the Secretary of the Navy to cancel the said Contract NOd-2127 

ipon such terms and conditions “us may be satisfactory to the S 
‘upon such terms and conditions * * * as may be satismactory to the Se 
retary of the Navy and to the Board of Directors of the Reconstruction. Finance 
Corporation and the Florida Keys Acqueduct Commission”, said cancellation t 
be conditioned upon: “(1) the surrender to the Department of the Navy of a 
right, title, and interest, if any, of the commission in and to the water-supp! 
system constructed or in the course of construction in accordance with such 
igreemen ind to the receipt of water under the existing provisions of suc! 
ugreement 2) the payment by the Department of the Navy to the commissio! 

the sum of 3$1,096,392.91, which sum is the amount heretofore paid by th 
‘ommission to or for the account of the Department of the Navy pursuant to 
such agreement; and (3) the furnishing by the commission of satisfactory as 
surances that such sums will be employed by the commission to retire bonds here 
tofore issued by the commission under the terms of a Trust Indenture, dated 
September 1, 1941, between the commission and the First National Bank o! 
Miami, Florida.” 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the authority contained in the said Public Law 379, th 
Department, the Commission, and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation desire 
to effect a cancellation of Contract NOd-2127, dated March 18, 1941, and all of 
the rights and liabilities of the Commission and the Department thereundet 
upon Which cancellation there is to go into effect a new agreement between the 
Department and the Commission, entered into under the authority of said Publix 


Law 379, for the supplying of water by the Department 
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Now, THERE ORE, in consideraation of the premises and of the terms, con 
ditions, and mutual agreements hereinafter set forth, the Department and the 
Commission do agree as follows: 

1. The Commission shall pay over to the Department the sum of Thirty-five 
Thousand Dollars ($35,000) heretofore maintained by the Commission in the 
special Insurance Fund designated as the “Acqueduct Repair and Replacement 
Fund” under Contract NOd-2127, said payment to be made by the Commission 
on or before the date of the payment by the Department to the Commission of 
the money provided for in the next succeeding paragraph 

2. Subject to the appropriation of the said sum by the 
partment shall pay to the Commission the sum of $1,096,392.91, representing 
is proportionat 


(‘ong 


ress, the Dt 


the money heretofore paid by the Commission on account of 
share of the cost of the Water Supply System: Provided, however, That the 
Commission shall have first submitted assurances satisfactory to the Depa 
ment that such money will be used by the Commission for the sole purpose ot 
retiring bonds heretofore issued by the Conimission under the terms of the 
frust Indenture dated September 1, 1941, between the Commission and the First 
National Bank of Miami, Florida. 

3. Upon the payment by each of the parties hereto to the other of the moneys 
provided for above, Contract NOd-2127 between the Commission and the ID 
partinent shall be canceled. Any and all obligations or indebtedness of the 
Commission under said Contract NOd-2127, whether or not heretofore asserted 
or claimed by the Department, outstanding at the time of such cancellation, 
including, expressly but without limitation, the claims by the Department agains 
the Commission that are recited in the preambles of this Agreement, shall like 
wise be deemed canceled, except, however, that the Commission shall continue 
to be obligated, and shall pay to the Department within 60 days following said 
cancellation any amount then remaining unpaid of the Commission's propo! 
tionate share, determined in accordance with the provisions of said Contract 

Od-2127, of the costs incurred by the Lepartment in the Operation, mainte 
nance, and nonmajor repairs of the Water Supply System. 

$. On and after the effective date of the cancellation of Contract NOd-2127 
the Commission shall be deemed to have surrendered all right, title and interest 
if any it may have had, of any kind whatsoever, legal or equitable, in or to th 
Water Supply System or any part thereof or to the receipt of water under the 
said Contract NOd-2127 and any and all claims against the Department unde) 
the said Contract NOd-21i27 

>». The Commission shall save and hold harmless the United States of Americ: 
and any of its officers, agents, servants of employees from any and all! liability 
to the Commission or its customers, of any nature whatsoever, arising from o1 
incident to the furnishing of water by the Department to the Commission unde 
the said Contract NOd-2127 or the Department's failure to supply water under 
the said contract 

6. The Commission and the Department each agree, upon the written request 
of the other, to execute and deliver such further instruments, and to take sucl 
further action, consistent with the provisions of Public Law 379 mentioned above 

may be reasonably required to carry out the purpose and intent of thi 
agreement. 

7. Notwithstanding any of the foregoing provisions, cancellation of Conti 
VOd-2127 shall not become effective unless the Reconstruction Finance Corpo 
ration shall have first duly certited that the terms and conditions of this acres 
lent are satisfactory to the Board of Directors of the said Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation. 

iN WITNESS WueEreor, the Department has caused the signature of the Seers 
tary of the Navy to be hereunto affixed and the Commission has caused the 
signature of its Chairman and the official seal of the Commission to be hereunto 
affixed, all pursuant to authority first had in the premises, as of the day and 
vear first above written 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


By 
Secretary of the Navy 
FLorTpA Keys AQUEDUCT COMMISSION. 
By 
Chairman 
\ttest : 
Signed and sealed in the presence of: 
| SEAL | 


HoD4aY D1 s 
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 


STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of 


On this — ‘a 1951 personally appeared before me 
, to me known as the person described in and who 

executed the foregoing instrument and to be the Chairman of the Florida Keys 
Aqueduct Commission, and acknowledged to me that he executed the said instru- 
ment in behalf of, and as the free, true, and lawful act and deed of the said 
Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission for the purpose therein expressed, and he 
acknowledged the same to be his true and lawful act. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal on the date and 
year aforesaid. 

[SEAL] 

(Title) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. BENDETSEN 


Chairman McKetuar. Now, will you proceed, Mr. Secretary? I 
do not believe you had finished before. 

Mr. Benvetsen. I just wanted to say, Mr. Chairman, that if it 
meets with the pleasure of the chairman of the committee, I would 
like to put my statement now into the record. 

Chairman McKettar. That will appear in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (GENERAL MANAGEMENT) 
CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION FISCAL YEAR 1952 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appreciate this opportunity to begin the Army's 
justification of its fiscal year 1952 appropriation request of $1,234,326,19S8 for 
military construction. The House and the Senate have already authorized all 
of this construction, and we are appearing before you today to explain why the 
Army needs such funds at this time in order to carry out this approved con- 
struction program. The dollars now being requested will enable us to construct 
urgently needed troop housing and supporting facilities, to erect facilities re- 
quired for our augmented research and development program, to provide depot 
facilities to store our war matériel as it comes off the production lines in ever- 
increasing quantity, and to install minimum facilities at selected installations 
required as part of our troop mobilization base. 

In connection with the presentation of our fiscal year 1952 budget we described 
to your committee in considerable detail the Army’s preparedness program for 
fiseal 1952 and the objectives in the light of which it was developed. We em 
phasize the degree of calculated risk which the Army had accepted in requesting 
at this time funds and authorizations sufficient only for a program of limited 
mobilization. We also pointed out that as part of this limited mobilization pro- 
gram the Army’s endeavors has been to pace its preparedness efforts and, to meet 
any future all-out war, has placed the greatest feasible reliance upon the potential 
of a rapidly expandible mobilization base. This action necessarily means that a 
D-day within the next year will find us less prepared than if we had chosen to re 
arm now at top speed and that if international tensions increase later this fiscal 
year, we would have to request additional funds and authorizations to speed up 
our preparedness program. 


CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS ARE GENERATED BY OTHER ARMY ACTIVITIES 


In the course of this earlier presentation we discussed with you the present 
and contemplated strength of the Army and its deployment, the size of the Army's 
production base, the anticipated rate of its deliveries and the scope of our research 
and development program. These and other equally important activities generate 
our construction requirements. As a result the construction program now before 
you has been most carefully geared into the Army’s preparedness program with 
which you are already familiar. This construction program must be carried out 





al 
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along the lines reflected in our fiscal year 1952 construction appropriation request 
in order to secure the maximum utilization of the dollars contained in the Army’s 
annual appropriation for fiscal year 1952. 


SCREENTAG THE CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


During this earlier presentation Secretary Pace also outlined to your committee 
the intensive efforts made, first by the Army alone and then in conjunction with 
the Department of Defense and the Bureau of the Budget, to review the Army’s 
total dollar needs for fiscal year 1952. One aspect of this over-all review was to 
screen our fiscal year 1952 construction appropriation request to be sure that it 
included only the minimum amount needed during this fiscal year to construct 
essential additional facilities. I should like to mention briefly this screening 
process as it applied to our construction program. 

After all of the various construction projects had been submitted from the 
field, they were evaluated and extensively reviewed through regular Army chan- 
nels. As the next step in this review process, each of these projects was scru- 
tinized by one of three panels comprising not only military men, but also civilian 
consultants carefully picked from among the Nation's leading industrialists and 
businessmen. I have the list of the names of the various members of these 
panels available for inclusion in the record. Panel I reviewed overseas con- 
struction; panel II, Army Field Forces construction, and panel Ill, Technical 
Service construction. These members sat for 2 weeks and required representa- 
tives of each requesting agency to justify every construction request in the light 
of specific guidelines. In all they heard over 100 witnesses. 

After this exhaustive examination, the revised estimates were then again care- 
fully screened against criteria established by a special review committee con- 
sisting of myself and the Under Secretaries of the Navy and Air Force. Special 
efforts were made throughout this entire process to defer military construction 
wherever possible. In the course of this review, I had the invaluable assistance 
of the Army’s budget advisory committee, budget analysts from the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), and the Military Estimates Division 
of the Bureau of the Budget. The net result of this critical review, as completed 
by the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of Defense, and the Bureau of the 
Budget, was to propose a fiscal year 1952 construction appropriation request 
of $1,237,069,693 out of the some $5 billion estimated as being needed over-all 
for our construction mobilization base. This $1,237,069,693 has now been reduced 
to $1,234.326,198 as a result of revisions made during the enabling act hearings. 

With this background in mind, I should like to describe for you in a general 
way the various projects to be constructed with the funds now being requested, 
and to show you why the Army must construct those projects at this time. 
Later on, as each project is individually justified, a representative from the par- 
ticular requesting agency who is familiar with all the details of that project will 
give whatever specific information you desire concerning that item. 


PROJECTS WITHIN CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES 


For construction within the continental United States, we are requesting 
$931,317,598. This sum is 76 percent of our total request. It can be further 

vided into five categories each of which I would like to discuss separately : 
1) $408 million for troop housing and supporting facilities; (2) $45 million 
for new hospitals; (3) $350 million for depot facilities; (4) $76 million for re- 
search and development facilities; and (5) $52 million for other essential pro- 
jects such as antiaircraft facilities and emergency construction. 

roop housing and supporting facilities 

Troop housing and facilities directly related to troop housing constitute our 
argest single construction requirement. These supporting facilities are as 
necessary to troops as the barracks in which they live for they include training 
facilities and essential administrative and service facilities, such a fire stations, 
dispensaries, shops, and supply facilities. 

It is the Army's goal, ultimately to house the peacetime Army strength in 
permanent barracks on permanent posts. This is the most economical approach 
) the housing problem for, while temporary housing costs less initially, it is 
far more expensive in the long run due to its heavy cost of maintenance. Many 
f you have, in recent months, visited some of our posts, camps, and stations. 
During those visits you saw the temporary World War II buildings presently 
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being used by the Army and, I am sure, became concerned about the hig 
maintenance costs involved in using these buildings. I want to emphasize tw 
aspects of this long-range housing objective. First, we contenrplate permane 
structures only where the Army has a permanent peacetime need that will st 
remain long after the present international tensions have eased; and, second, 
will not tear down or replace any usable temporary buildings to make room f 
these permanent buildings. All existing buildings, whether temporary or per: 
anent, will continue to be used to the maximum, but later on, depending on tl 
international situation, we plan over the years to replace with permane: 
structures such of these expensive, uneconomical temporary structures as 
needed for the permanent Regular Army 
present time to house such of the contemplated 630,000-man peacetir 
ay be stationed in the United States, we have permanent barracl 
or under construction with a total capacity of 69,000 enlisted me: 
pproximately 8,000 spaces being built as part of our fiscal ye 
ion program, substantially all of these buildings were construct: 
‘ld War II when our pesncetime Army was radically smaller It 
program now before you is a request of $227,000,000 to constru 
nental United States permanent barracks for 83,000 enlisted me 
nd modified emergency barracks for an additional 22,000. However, even wit 
these additional permanent barracks, there will still remain a real need fi 
barracks spaces for our projected peacetime Army Qur plan is to fill th 
requirement by means of the phased replacement construction program whi 
st described 
uses Where our exacting criteria will not permit permanent constru 
proposing to meet immediate requirements by temporary and mod 
Wy construction Although the modified emergency type of cor 
costs less initially than permanent construction, it is of shorter life 
it is more economical to maintain than purely temporary construction 
for expansion at existing permanent or semipermanent installa 
hose housing requirements beyond the needs of the project: 
ar Army To meet all other construction needs, including cor 
ctical facilities and the major portion of any full mobilization 
rement, we propose, because of its lower initial costs, to use the far less 
enduring emergency-type construction 


ised 


Adding to our present temporary and permanent barracks spaces we have or 
hand in the zone of interior a total of 1,210,000 spaces. However, our experienc 
has been that ing any period of limited or full mobilization not every space 

Among other things, this is due: (1) to the frequer 
and individuals, required during a build-up period, (2) 
unit size of a particular unit does not always correspond to the 
facilities in which that unit is housed, and (3) to men being 
absent to attend special schools 
hv eve ry space cannot be occ ipied all the time is found 
for a division during the period of its formation. Duri 
strencth is building up from the initial cadre but it m 
” allocated troop-housing space for its total author 


experience has been that at any particular time during 
approXimately SO percent of our spaces are being used 
that this S0-percent usage factor is arrived at only 
» the individual soldier has, wherever possible, 
tment of 72 feet to the bare minimum of GO 
his St-pe ! Sige factor, our present housing facilities in 


nited States will take care of 970.000 men Adding further the 105.000 co 


hined pertuiathe | ime: Temiiorury sinces proposed im our current program a 


S000 perinanent and 2,000 temporary additional spaces now under constructio 

ew have rand total of 1025,000 spaces, capable of housing an enliste: 
streneth 1.0G0,.00000 Assuming no further expansion in mcbilization, and 1 
rth drain upon our manpower to meet argression.in Korea,’ we estimate ou 
interior enlisted hous ng requirements for July 1, 1953, at 916,000. Th 
means that to Ineet any mobilization requirement, we will have available only 
144.000 spaces-—all of which would be fully occupied in the first 30 days of 
monii7atior 


' 
I 
‘ 
one of 


To house these additional soldiers and to avoid any disastrous delay it 
our mobilization efforts we must begin now to stockpile housing Had we 
net had vacant spaces capable of being put immediately into shape for us: 
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by troops when South Korea was suddenly invaded in June of last year, the 
recent rapid expansion of the Army would have been materially delayed and 
eur combat efforts in Korea greatly retarded. We feel that it is poor planning 
to stockpile clothing and equipment to meet mobilization needs and yet not 
prepare minimum housing facilities for the soldiers who will wear these clothes 
and use this equipment. 

It is impossible to construct barracks as rapidly as mobilization requires. 
The construction capacity of the United States is just not sufficient to fill 
within the time allowed the tremendous requirements for camps needed in 
the first 6 months of mobilization. As a partial solution to this lead- 
time problem, we have requested $68,009,350 to provide “railhead” facilities 
at 10 selected stations. These facilities include the minimum long-lead-time 
utilities, roads, communications, and administrative facilities needed to per 
mit the rapid activation of these stations in the event of full mobilization 

As I have pointed out, the Army’s preparedness program for fiscal year 
1952 is one of limited mobilization and places heavy reliance on a mobili 
zation base capable of rapid expansion in the event of all-out war. These 
railhead facilities are an indispensable part of that base. The 10 stations, 
their capacity and costs are as follows: 


‘amp Shelby, Miss 

‘amp Crruber, Okla 

‘amp Blanding, Fla 

‘amp McCain, Miss 

‘amp Joseph T. Robinson, Ark 
ump Swift, Tex 

‘an p Bowie » rex 

‘amp White, Oreg 

taging Area, Boston, Mass 

taging Area, Hampton Roads, Va 


rotal 


Vew hospitals 

To assist in relieving this shortage, we have requested $44,748,000 to construct 
seven, permnanent new hospitals at permanent Army posts. I have the proposed 
location and capacity of each of these hospitals and the amount being requested 
for each of them available for inclusion in the record. Each of these seven 
hospitals fully conforms with the coordinated Federal hospital program as 
approved by the President in May of this year. They will-provide us with an 
additional 3.250 beds and will be built so as to permit the construction of 
additional ward space should additional beds be required. While all available 
hospitals will continue to be used during the present emergency, these new 
hospitals will in time replace currently operated cantonment-type structures 
built during World War Il when only less enduring materials were available. 


De pot facilities 
Present world tensions have created storage and maintenance problems never 
before presented to the Nation. In World War II as the end items came off the 
production lines, they were almost immediately fed through the pipe-line to 
overseas areas. During the present period of limited mobilization, however, we 
are faced for the first time with the need for providing facilities on a large scale 
within continental United States to store and maintain our reserve stocks. Much 
of this will be expensive equipment not suited to outdoor storage. For storage 
and maintenance we are therefore requesting $350 million. This sum will, among 
other things, provide the following storage capacity at 8 general depots and 2 
technical service depots : 
f pacity ’ 
Gross quare feet 
Closed warehouse 15, £01, O00 
Open warehouse . 476, 000 
Magazine , 800, O00 
Hardstanding (improved outdoor storage) 15. 391. 000 


Total new capacity 
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Research and development 


The Army is currently engaged in a rapidly expanding and highly importan: 
research and development program. This is indicated in part by the fact that 


in fiscal year 1952 the Army is spending three times as much for research a: 


development as in any prior year since World War II. To provide facilities 


essential to the efficient operation of this greatly expanded research and « 
velopment program we are now requesting $76,000,000. 


Among the projects to be built with these funds are facilities for carrying ou! 


the guided-missile program at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory, California I 
stitute of Technology, the rocket program at Redstone Arsenal, Ala., and th: 
increased flight testing required at White Sands-Holloman Range, New Mexic: 

We are also proposing to build two new laboratories, one for the Signal Cor; 
and the other for the Quartermaster Corps, and to erect facilities needed for o1 
research in chemical and associated fields. Funds are also being requested | 
provide additional space in ordnance arsenals so that space now being used fo 


research and development purposes may be released to assist in the expanded 


production of tanks, armor, and weapons. 


Other essential projects 


Of the $52,000,000 requested under this heading $20,000,000 will be used to 


construct facilities in support of the current antiaircraft artillery plan fo: 
defense of the continental United States. These facilities will be of temporary 
construction erected adjacent to critical cities. For Army antiaircraft units t 
be located on Air Force bases the Air Force has agreed to provide the neces 
sary nontactical facilities. For similar requirements elsewhere, existing Gov 
ernment facilities will be utilized wherever practicable and temporary con 
struction built only when Government or civilian facilities do not suffice o1 
exist. 

$27,000,000 of this $52,000,000 will be used within the United States to restor: 
or replace facilities damaged or destroyed and to meet other unforeseen urgent 
construction. This stand-by fund represents approximately 3 percent of the 
total sum requested for construction within the United States. 


(See p. 352 for additional statement of Mr. Bendetsen.) 


RESTORATIONS REQUESTED 


Mr. Benpetsen. We would like to ask the committee’s consideration 
of the restoration of the price cut of $75,000,000, and the restoration 
of the antiaircraft range we have already discussed at Bethany Beach. 
Now, on the aircraft range, if this committee and the Congress would 
restore it, and if any reason afterward because I know that time 
is of the essence to the Congress at this phase, and to us, there would 
appear to be any difficulty which we could not now foresee—though I 
am assured in general terms there has now been an accord reached 
with the Governor of Delaware—if any further difficulties arose, we 
would not proceed without consultation. 

I will try, however, to have an assurance in the record as you have 
requested, by Monday morning. It is an important installation. 

Chairman McKetxiar. Very well. 

Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question or two’ 
Unfortunately I was called to the telephone while you were testifying. 
Mr. Secretary, and I did not hear all of your statements. 

Have you and your staff carefully scrutinized all of the estimates 
that are in the bill? 

Mr. Benvetsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. Are you satisfied that these estimates are as 
low as they possibly can be? 

Mr. Benvetsen. We made a very careful scrutiny and did a diligent 
job to the best of our ability. I personally went through them in great 
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detail, as my statement will show. We called for the advice of indus- 
trialists from private industry as the statement will show. While I 
cannot guarantee that they are all perfect—they certainly are not— 
but within the range of our ability, I think it is a careful estimate, and 
a fair estimate of what is entailed in this necessary program. We 
have tried our level best to face everything in it in accordance with 
what we anticipate to be the requirements of production in a time 
such as this of a limited mobilization. We have, for example, in the 
budget a considerable request for warehouse capacity. We have 
scaled that down but at a time like this you require more, for example, 
than you would require in the case of an all-out war, where the sup- 
plies proceed from the factory dock to the firing line. 

Senator O’Manoney. I am not talking of the area to be supplied 
by the construction. I am talking in terms of the character of the 
construction. 

Mr. Benvetsen. Yes. 


TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION 


Senator O’Manoney. Which is the most economical, to build sub- 
stantial structures or to build temporary structures? During World 
War I, they built some temporary structures in the city of W: ashington 
for the use of the Army, and the other military agencies, whic h are 
still standing. 

Chairman McKetar. Still being used, too. 

Senator O’Manonry. That is right. The Munitions Building, 
which we were discussing earlier this morning, — a temporary build- 
ing, and so was the building occupied by the Navy on Constitution 
Avenue. Those were supposed to be temporary buildings, but they 
have proved to be of long life. But they were not as expensive to 
construct as some of the buildings that have been constructed since. 
Compare the Munitions Building and the Navy Building on Consti- 
tution Avenue with the Pentagon, and you will see a vast difference 
of the kind that I am talking about. The Pentagon has every perfec- 
tion of modern technology. The Munitions Building did not, but it 
has served its purpose, and served the Government from then until 
now. 

I am wondering if the amount which is being provided now is be- 
ing provided to construct buildings of the Pentagon type or buildings 
of the Munitions Building type? 

Mr. Benvetsen. I heartily agree with the committee on two counts, 
and I am dedicated to the extent of my ability to try to see that it is 
brought about; first where you have a demonstrable need at a demon- 
strably permanent post, it is an economy to build so that you reduce 
your annual maintenance. 

Senator O’Manonry. I am frequently reminded of the incident 
that happened many years ago in this Government when there was a 
Secretary of Agriculture from the State of Iowa who came to the 
Appropriations Committee of the Senate—this was long before my 
time, I think it was even before the time of the chairman of this com- 
nuittee—— 


Chairman McKetiar. That has been a long time. 
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Senator O’Manonry. He was known as Jim Wilson, and he came up 
with a plan for a magnificent Department of Agriculture building. 
The committee looked at his estimates and plans and said, “This 1s 
outlandish ; you are asking too much money. ou go and build a build 
ing for one-quarter of this sum. They cut the appropriation down to 
one-fourth of what he asked. He promptly went out and built one- 
fourth of the building. Sothat Agriculture has consistently expanded 
ever since, and there was no saving. 

Mr. Benversen. [assure you, Senator O’Mahoney, we are not trying 
to do that. We are trying to do our level best to build a munitions 
type of building. 

Senator O’Mauoney. I think that is good news to all of us who are 
trying to save a dollar here and there. 

Mr. Benpersen. We are not replacing any temporary buildings we 
have that could possibly be used and we are substituting permanent 
buildings in no instance. 

HOUSE CUT 


Senator O’Manoney. It is my understanding that the cut made by 
the House was largely a cut based, so far as the $75,000,000 is con- 
cerned, upon the belief that the buildings which were requested could 
be built for less than the amount in the budget. 

Mr. Benversen. I think, Senator O'Mahoney, if I may, that it was 
in considerable part based on a feeling that the price level used as the 
base on which to build the estimates and the increase above that which 
was added to take into account the increases which we all know have 
occurred, were more than necessary. I fear that there may be a mis- 
understanding. If so, it our fault, because in the Department of 
Defense, in the case of the Navy, they added approximately 10 percent 
to a price base of the fall of 1950, whereas we added approximately 
20 percent to a price base of approximately April 1950. 

I would hope that we can do it for less. I feel that this a decent, 
fair, and honest estimate. I have the feeling that it will cost what we 
have requested. I hope it will not. I would hate to see an uneconomi- 
cal type of delay occur in construction projects underway if by reason 
of the cut we could not proceed. 

I would assure the committee that we will do all in our power to see 
that we do not have to spend what is not required to do that job. 1 
do not think there would be necessarily any economy in appropriating 
for a project which the committee and the Congress feels is necessar Vv; 
along with us, an amount less than is on a fair basis required. It is 
up to a consideration of the Congress on the facts before you. I would 
like to see this restored. I appeal to you to consider it, and I know 
there are many consideraitons which you will have to go through. I 
do not think this is an unreasonable request for restoration, and | 
think it may have been in part based on a possible misunderstanding. 

Senator O’Manoney. Does this bill include funds for the purchase 
of additional land at Fort Belvoir? 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes; it does, 

Senator O’Mauoney. I ask that question, Mr. Chairman, because 
some protests were directed to me by owners of land in that area 
against the purchase of additional land down there. 

Are you familiar with that, Mr. Secretary / 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir. 
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ACQUISITION OF LAND AT FORT BELVOIR, VA, 


Senator O’Manonry. What is the view of the Department with 
respect to the absolute need of buying more land at Belvoir? I had a 
letter from a Mr. Lester Calvin, dated February 26, on this matter. 
This was his letter—his address is 3001 Porter Street NW.. Wash- 
ington, D.C, 


DEAR Str: This little piece in tonight’s Star (it was a story headed “Fairfax 
Board Raises Subdivision Minimum Lot to 10,000 Feet” and it contains the 
following sentence, “The board agreed to ask Senators Byrd and Robertson of 
Virginia, and Representative Howard W. Smith, to oppose acquisition of 1,20) 
acres along Shirley Highway for an additional demolition area for Fort Belvoir 
Mr. William J. Barber said that extension of the demolition area would lowe1 
the value of surrounding land for residential purposes. This land is too valuable, 
he said, to be used for demolition.”) This little piece in tonight's Star inspired 
me to write to you * * the fort is planning to take 1,200 acres of land on 
Rolling Road at a cost to the Government of about $300,000 to $500,000 to be 
used as a demolition area. Investigation has brought out that the land is not 
to be used for demolition but as a buffer area to keep people from building any 
closer to the present demolition area. I was also told by an oflicer at Fort 
Belvoir that they wanted my 283 acres because there was a lot of granite rock 
along Pohick Creek on my property, and they wanted to open a rock quarry 
They will have to make roads to get to the granite, and I would gladly give them 
all the granite in exchange for the roads they would make. I believe that would 
be fair and really economy for the Government. There is no real need for a 
buffer area. George Costello has lived for years in a house about 50 feet from the 
fence of the present demolition area, and has never had one cracked window pane 
My house is about three-quarters of a mile from there and the explositions have 
never bothered me The officers at Fort Belvoir said they do not intend to 
increase the size of the explosions so why do they need a buffer area. All of us 
love our homes and want to keep them. I have lived in Rolling Road for 13 
years and would like to stay there until I die. If Fort Belvoir just wants a 
rock quarry, they are welcome to the rock for free. The roads will be enough 
payment for me. I hope you feel that this is worthwhile saving for the 
Government. Thank you for reading this. 

Yours truly, 
Lester E. CALVIN 


Of course, members of this committee are aware that there is a 
lot of vacant public land in various parts of the country which could 
be used without cost for demolition purposes, unless, of course, it is 
essential to have it immediately adjacent to this post, which is so 
close to Washington. It is always desirable, of course, to build Army 
posts close to the capital. They had a saying in Rome in the old days 
when the soldiers left Rome, they lost their power. I do not know 
whether there is any of that feeling left'in the armed services now or 
not. 

HOUSE REPORT 


Chairman McKetziar. I want to read this statement from the 
House Committee report at this point: 


After the hearings had been completed and after careful consideration given 
to the presentation made, the committee was of the opinion that the estimates 
had been hastily made, and were to some degree excessive. Upon the facts 
thus considered, the committee recommends a reduction in the request in the 
amount of $357,070.950 in the belief that by more careful review and_ better 
management, the construction items for which request was made can be ac 
complished with the funds herein recommended. Details of the reductions will 
be found under the departments concerned in the ensuing report 


[I just wanted to put that in the record. 
Is there anything further, gentlemen / 
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Mr. Benversen. If I may, Senator O’Mahoney, with respect to the 
report you have raised with respect to the land acquisition at Be! 
voir, when Belvoir was established, as of that day and time and for 
number of years thereafter, it was well out in the country. It is a: 
important installation. There is a large investment by the Govern 
ment in that area. It has a very important facility for the enginee: 
program. There is a requirement there which we are satisfied has to 
be met. I wish that it were at another location. I can assure you 
that we do not want to build facilities in this area, It is a congested 
area. There is no desire I know of such as the one you have referred 
to from the time of the emperors in Rome back in ancient history. | 
know of no such sentiment. Most of our field soldiers like to get out 
on the field. But they have to do their stint here. I know many 
have expressed that view, and you may have heard it. There is a 
requirement there. Undoubtedly if you went elsewhere to satisfy 
it, you would have to install the facilities to provide the necessary 
center for the research and development and the training g prog gram. 

There is always the problem which occurs in many places where 
due to an expansion, you collide with other interests. 


LAND AREA OF FORT BELVOIR 


Chairman McKetxiar. How many acres have you there now ? 

Mr. Benvetsen. The total area of land at Belvoir is 9,220 acres. 
This is a proposal for the acquisition of approximately 1,100 acres, 
to satisfy a firm necessary requirement which we have. 

Chairman McKetiar. What requirement is that ? 

Mr. Benpversen. That requirement has to do with the engineer re 


search development and training program. That is the Army engi 
neers center which is a very permanent installation that has been 
there many, many years. It is one of our most permanent posts. 

Senator Evtenper. Could it be done at any other camp where the 
land is less valuable ? 

Mr. Benpetsen. It could not be done at any other location unless 
there were moved to that new location, the Research and Development 
and Training Command presently at Belvoir, which is responsible 
for the program generating this need. That is the difficulty which is 
associated with a great deal of our requirements around our per- 
manent installations. Things have grown up. This is a case where 
of course the expansion ouside of Washington of the civil population 
has pushed out in that area. There is a necessary military require 
ment to be met. I deeply regret, and I fully sympathize with his feel 
ing. If I were living where he is, I would feel the same w ay. 

Senator O’Manonry. Anybody who has traveled around the coun 
try to inspect posts which we now have must know that there are 
posts which have vast areas of land already belonging to the Govern 
ment which it will not be necessary to purchase at all, and which ar 
altogether suitable for demolition, altogether suitable for troop train 
ing of all kinds. 

Mr. Benpersen. This of course is associated with the Army engi 
neer’s center, Senator, which is located there. Unless the activity) 
were moved, which would raise in turn requirements at the new 
locat ion—— 
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AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Senator O’Manoney. How much is the cost of this proposal ? 

Mr. BenvetseENn. Approximately $582,000 for the land. 

Senator Corpon. $582,000 ? 

Mr. Benversen. That is right. 

Senator Haypren. The reason for that cost is that they have engaged 
in real-estate developments in the outskirts of Washington and this 
land now becomes suitable for home sites. At the time Belvoir was 
established, it was away out in the country and nobody dreamed of 
the population that would be attained in Washington and vicinity. 
I think the observation he has made is perfectly sound. If you picked 
the whole installation up and took it away to some other place, you 
could get the land very much cheaper, but the question is, can they 
do the research that the e1 ngineers have to do, can they per fom the 
demolitions of the types of ammunition they are studying and things 
of that kind on ground that is safe for explosions? The city is grow- 
ing out to the fort. 

Senator Fercuson. But why should we spend this money to acquire 
this land for this kind of purpose when it may be necessary to move 
everything because of the growth of the city? 

Senator Haypen. That is exactly the question the Secretary has 
raised. If you want to pick up the whole engineer center—this is 
their main headquarters for the United States—and send it away from 
here, you do not need this land. 

Senator O’Manoney. I do not know that that is a necessary con- 
clusion. To me the question of a demolition area so close to the city 
of Washington and so close to residences is one that we cannot afford 
to overlook. I do not think it is desirable on the face of it to expand 
demolition activities so close to Washington when we have other areas 
already owned by the Government in which demolition can be car- 
ried on. 

Mr. Benvetsen. But the activities are not at that area, Senator. 
This is in connection with a long-established Army engineer center. 
It is more economical to the Government to conduct it there than it 
would be to create another facility somewhere else. That would be 
the case in many lines of business, private or public. 

Senator O’Manoney. That argument would justify continuous en- 
croachment upon home sites and the area in which civilians are living 
as the demolition experiments expand? We are now engaged in build- 
ing weapons of tremendous power so it seems to me it would be highly 
desirable to take your demolition work into an area where you will 
not be interfering with the lives and homes of the people of the cap- 
ital, and the surrounding area 


TOTAL INVESTMENT AT FORT BELVOIR 


Mr. Benpetsen. But, sir, there would arise a complete safety factor 
which would not place them in danger. There is an expensive engi- 
neering laboratory there at which they are conducting important 
research. If you separate the two things, you involve great costs, 
great loss of time. 
Senator KNow.Lanp. What is the total investment at Belvoir? 
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Mr. Benpersen. About $38,000,000, You are taking a part of 
laboratory, a field laboratory, and putting it somewhere else which is a 
part of an entity. 

Senator Exvsenper. Is that a new laboratory ¢ 

Mr. Benpersen. No. 

Senator Eitenper. Where did you experiment before / 

Mr. Benpersen. Our research and development program has bee: 
greatly expanded. There are important research projects which are 
the responsibility of that center. With this acquisition, which is to 
endow it with the capability of going on with the program without 
greatly added expense to the Government that would be entailed in the 
moving it to a lower-cost land area, we can proceed out there in a 
necessary way for necessary development. If we had the choice now 
before us to move or change, of course, it would be better. But that is 
behind us, and I think that same problem has come out not only in the 
case of the Army or the Government, but in the case of many businesses 
which have had to expand in high-cost area. If they would have had 
a chance to take a choice through hindsight, they would not hav 
done it. 

Senator Haypen. There is a hint in your correspondence there that 
the land is not actually needed for demolition purposes, but the explo 
sions have expanded, and they need it as a buffer; is that true / 

Mr. Benpersen. I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, with the per 
mission of the committee, Mr. Meier to come forth with the details of 
that aspect. 

Senator O’Manoney. I had a letter from the Office of Chief of Engi 
eers, signed by Maj. Gen. J. S. Bragdon, Deputy Chief. Is he here‘ 

Mr. Benpersen. No, sir. 


PLANS FOR LAND ACQUISITION 


Senator OManoney. Let me quote from his letter: 


Tentative plans contemplate the acquisition of approximately 1,200 acres of 
land as outlined in brown on the map transmitted herewith at an estimated cost 


of S850,.000 


The hearing here would indicate S580.000., 
Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir. 
Senator O'Mauoney (reading): 


Forty ownerships are involved. Twenty-five dwellings are located within the 
area. Preliminary real estate work, such as the preparation of maps, descrip 
tions, and tract appraisals is being prosecuted at this time. No options have been 
or are being given. The additional acreage was selected for requisition only 
after it was determined that Covernment-owned land within Fort Belvoir o 
reasonable distances was not available for such purposes. The proposed use 
for the subject acquisition was to meet the intensified training and research 
and development requirements for the current and projected expansion pro 
gram at the engineer center and Fort Belvoir. ‘The procurement of this ad 
ditional land is a prerequisite (a) to afford required safety distances for the 
storage of ammunition and explosives 


AMMUNITION STORAGI 


Why should we be storing ammunition and explosives so close t 
the Capital ¢ 

Mr. Benpetrsen. Those are stored for the purpose of carrying o! 
programs I have described, and not fora storage depot. Isthat right 

Mr. Meter. The storage is also going to be there for ammunitior 


/ 
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for two antiaircraft battalions set up for the defense of Washington 
area, one located at Fort Belvoir and one at Fort Myer. 

Senator O’Manoney. This letter goes on to say that: 

The problem of storing the necessary antiaircraft ammunition for the defense 
of Washington may be further aggravated by the pending requirement that this 
station store ammunition required to support a second battalion to be stationed 
south of the Potomac River in the general vicenity. It is believed uneconomic 
to meet safety regulaitons in the storage of this ammuntion by construction of 
additional underground magazines as the present storage area is; (0b) to provide 
for demolition training areas. The present demolition areas used by the 
engineer school are barely sufficient for the present student load and proper 
and safe scheduling is diflieult. Contemplated increase in a student load gan 
not be absorbed in the present area, The present demolition area is also being 
used for instruction in mine warfare. This is not considered desirable from 
either a safety or scheduling standpoint. Due to the close proximity of civilian 
homes to the present demolition areas, charges have been reduced from 300 
to 180 pounds. It is not contemplated that charges of an intensity greater than 
those normally used in structural purposes in the past will be used in the new 
area. 

All of which seems to indicate that you are just running up against 
an impediment which prevents you from doing things you want to 
do because you do not want to endanger the residential district any 
more than you have to do, and therefore you are cutting down on 
your explosive charges. 

Mr. Benpersen. The choice would be whether you have to estab 
lish such a facility elsewhere or get along with this one, which in view 
of the total investment in relative sense, is not great for the acqui 
sition involved. I think the issue is clear. 

Senator O'Mauonery. Have you taken any options since this letter 
was written on any of this land / 

Mr. Benpersen. We have not taken any steps as I understand it in 
an antic ipatory Vy way. 

Senator O"Manonry. Have you received any complaints from the 
landowners / 

Mr. Meier. Yes, sir. We have several opposed to the acquisition 
and others that would not like to have to move. 

Senator O'Manoney. I cannot blame them. 

Senator Fereuson. Have you any similar project anywhere / 

Mr. Benpersen. No, sir 

Senator Frerauson. In the United States or elsewhere ? 

Mr. Benpersen. No, sir. 

Senator Frreuson. This is the only demolition center that you 
have ? 

Mr. Benpersen. For the Army engineers, yes, sir. 


LAND OWNERSHIP 


Chairman McKeutziar. How much of the land is owned by one per 
son ¢ 

Mr. Benpersen. Can-you answer that, Mr. Meier? What is the 
maximum piece of land owned by one person in the forty-odd owners ¢ 

Mr. Merer. I cannot give you that offhand. 

Mr. Benpersen. Could we supply that information for the record, 
Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Meter. Four hundred acres, sir. 

Chairman McKetiar. Have you any agreements made with him? 
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Mr. Meter. We have not negotiated or reached agreement with an 
of the owners. 

Chairman McKetxar. I mean any negotiations with anyone? Ha 
this man been negotiated with? 

Mr. Meter. No, sir. 

Chairman McKetxar. Very frequently we find around cities ther 
are people who buy and sell real estate. That is a matter to be looked 
into and considered. One man owns nearly half of it. How many 
owners all told ? 

Mr. Merer. The ownerships have been reduced to 22, rather than 
40,and the number of dwellings from 25 to 10. 

Chairman McKetxar. Has this man that owns the large amount 
of it been active in procuring these other pieces of land ? 

Mr. Meter. I do not know, sir. 

Chairman McKetxiar. Could you investigate and find out and let 
us know by Monday? 

Mr. Meter. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


RELATION OF ENGINEER TRAINING, RESEARCH, AND DEVELOPMENT TO PROPOSE! 
ACQUISITION OF 1,100 Acres or LAND ADJACENT TO Fort Betvorr Va 


1. Additional land area is required at the envineer proving ground in order | 
provide adequate facilities to permit the engineer center to discharge the follow 
ing specific phases of its mission: 

(a) Demolition training of personnel assigned to the engineer replacement 
training center, students of the engineer school, and individual and unit training 
of table or organization and equipment units. 

(b) Tactical training of various engineer troop units. Present area accommo- 
dates units of only platoon size or smaller. 

(c) Conduct of demolition and other tests involving heavy explosive charges 
required in the research and development program. 

(d) Provide ammunition storage area in accordance with applicable safety 
criteria for two antiaircraft artillery gun battalions in addition to demolitio: 
materials and smaller caliber ammunition required by the engineer center. 

(e) Provide a suitable rock quarry essential to furnishing crushed rock 
basic construction material required in large amounts for engineer training. 

28. Existing land area at Fort Belvoir is now grossly inadequate to accommo 
date assigned activities and permit demolition training essential to technic: 
and combat training of engineer units and replacements. A survey of Govern 
ment-owned facilities disclosed nearby Quantico Marine Station and A. P. Hi 
Military Reservation as being most logical for purposes of making a comparativ: 
study of costs involved in using off-post facilities in the event the area requested 
is not acquired. 

3. Based on the assumption that substitute facilities could be made availab) 
at either Quantico or A. P. Hill, the following tabulation shows the annua! 
and initial costs involved in the way of travel costs, travel time, additional! 
personnel and facilities required if the area requested is not acquired. 


Per year Initial Total first 
year 


The engineer school $299,600 | '$771,400 | 1 $1,071, 
Engineer Research and Development Laboratory 58, 300 | 40, 000 | oS, 
The engineer center 159, 530 | ‘ | f 
Magazines 65, 000 

Total. 517, 430 876, 400 








§ Includes initia] facilities required for the engineer cente 
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Even more important than the monetary considerations set forth above are 
the following objections to using existing off-post facilities. 

(a) Transportation: Truck transportation now critical would become par- 
ticularly acute upon mobilization considering the large number of trucks re- 
quired to transport large numbers of combat-equipped trainees to distant train- 
ing areas. 

(b) Time: Training programs are now condensed to the extent practicable, 
and Army training programs permit almost no lost time such as would be in- 
curred in transporting trainees between Fort Belvoir and distant training 
areas. 

(¢) Control: Utilization of facilities at other Government installations would 
require phasing our training requirements into the planned utilization of the 
installation by the activity having primary jurisdiction. In addition, utilization 
of such training areas almost always results in a partial sacrifice of supervision 
and control by headquarters located at Fort Belvoir. 

(d) Overhead and administrative facilities: Operation of distant training 
areas would require additional operating overhead and duplication of adminis- 
trative facilities now centralized at Fort Belvoir. 

(e) Past experience indicates that facilities requirements become critical al- 
most without exception at all military installations during periods of mobiliza- 
tion. Of course, at that time our needs would become even more critical and 
should not be subordinated to those of another service or activity if essential 
training research and development missions are to be fulfilled. 

4. The Engineer Research and Development Laboratory has 20 projects total- 
ing $1,215,000 (fiscal year 1952 funds) requiring a restricted area in the proximity 
of Fort Belvoir for development testing. Presently available area is incapable 
of supporting tests together with requirements for troop training and storage 
of ammunition and demolition materials. 

Although the cost per annum of utilizing substitute facilities are shown above 
as $58,300, not including initial cost of $40,000, the costs incurred by loss of 
time in testing component parts and assemblies of end items under development 
is viewed as critical in the case of high priority projects since these tests could 
rarely be scheduled sufficiently in advance to permit integration with scheduled 
activities of other installations. 

5. The Government has invested in excess of $38,000,000 in facilities at Fort 
Belvoir in order to provide essential requirements for the discharge of assigned 
missions. During World War II additional training areas were provided through 
trespass rights on an additional 60,000 acres of land over and above 9,220 acres 
owned in fee. It is believed inconsistent to sacrifice the utility of Fort Belvoir 
as an engineer training and research and development center rather than obtain 
the additional land requested in this program and which is essential to pro- 
vide the integrated facilities necessary to the fulfillment of Fort Belvoir’s 
mission. 

6. All of the 1,100 acres proposed for acquisition will be used in entirety for 
tactical troop training. Use for other purposes, such as research and develop- 
ment, however, will be scheduled at times when tactical training is not actually 
under way. 


Largest ownerships of record in the proposed acquisition and record date of 
acquisition 








Lester E. Colvin + ‘ 283 Sept. 27, 1937 
Vernon M, Lynch — . 134. 6 Oct. 29, 1946 
W. H. Crawford.......__. ; | 132.15 | Dee. 29,1937 
Edna B, Hunter_......._.___- (*) 





' Inherited in 1948, 


USE OF LAND TO BE ACQUIRED 


Senator Corvon. I would like to know what part of the 1,100 acres 
is intended for combat and tactical area for troop training, which 
would be an utterly different thing, as I understand it, from research 
and development. If I understand you correctly, the Engineer center 
is for the training of officers. 
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General Noup. Officers and troops. 

Senator Corpvon. There is no need of training troops on $500-an-acre 
land. 

General Notp. Specialists, Senator. 

Senator Corpon. You trained them in World War II, as I recall, in 
the State of Oregon at an Engineer camp, and you had all the squar: 
miles in God’s wild world in every kind of terrain from Alpine down 
to desert in that area. That camp still has most of its utilities. It ha 
its highways and so forth, and it all belongs to the Government. Ther 
is not any private ownership in it. 

Chairman McKewtiar. How many acres in that tract ? 

Senator Corpvon. Just as many acres as the imagination of the Army 
Engineers might indicate to them they want. They built their 
bridges, demolished their bridges, built their telephone lines, carried 
their troops out for 150 miles across the desert up into the mountains. 
They had everything. It is utterly unused now. They did a good jol 
of demolition after the war; I will say that. The only thing left is the 
roads. 

Chairman McKetiar. Something like the one in Utah. 

Senator Corpon. | do not know what Utah had in the way of a 
engineering camp. This was an Engineer camp for training purposes. 

Chairman McKeuiiar. Have we such a camp where guns are ex 
ploded, which requires a great deal of space, out West ¢ 

General Notp. We do not. 

Senator Corpon. I would imagine by now you would have utterly) 
lost all record of it. That would seem to be constant. 

Colonel Carpweti. Not under Army control. 

Senator Corpon. It was under Engineer control in the Orego: 
camp. 

Mr. Benpersen. I think since the close of the war it has bee: 
released. 

Senator Corpon. It has, unquestionably, but the land is there stil! 
and the roads are there, and the roads are hard-surfaced. 

Senator Haypen. Let me ask this question. If this Fort Belvoir 
installation is for the training of officers primarily and not the train 
ing of troops—you cannot train an officer without some troops—but, 
if it is a research center and for training of officers in handling th« 
equipment they develop there, they do not need a vast area such as you 


would if you were training regiments of engineers. 
Senator Corpon. I would think that is correct. 


ACQUISITION OF LAND FOR ALRSTRIP 


Senator O'Manonry. Let me read the justification here, Mr. Seer 
tary, “Acquisition of land for airstrip.” That appears on the map 
here, airstrip, miscellaneous, training area. 


This project proposes the acquisition of approximately 55 acres of land tf 
provide sufficient area to complete an airstrip now being constructed as a pra 
tical instruction in earth-moving and road and airstrip construction. Basis of 
requirement: This land is to be used for the continuation of the training proje« 
started in 194S for Army and Air Force students in Engineers’ School and Arn 
and Aviation T. ©. and EF. units assigned to the Engineer Center and, when the 
project is completed, to provide an active airstrip meeting CAA regulations a1 
Air Force requirements In view of the earth work that has been done as trait 
ing toward both the airstrip and road construction, the value of planning it 
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volved and the increased demand for training in the air transportability, as 
well as the fact that the present limited airstrip will not accommodate Air Force 
transport planes, it is highly desirable that this project be continued to final 
completion. 

This is the first time I have read this justification. I happen to 
know that at the North Warren Air Base in Wyoming, Colonel Elliott 
was in command there, an Army engineer, and he was conducting 
training there of engineers in construction of airstrips. Of course, 
the Engineers have to do this job. There is any amount of land there 
for that sort of work, and you will not have to knock down a single 
house. It isinthe mountains of the maneuver areas. 

Senator Evienper. It might be a better place to train. 

Senator O’Manonry. It is an Air Force base, and Army engineers 
could be assigned right there, and you would not have to buy an acre 
of land to do it. 

Mr. Benversen. I would like to ask, if I may, with the permission 
of the committee, to have Mr. Meier speak to the detail. You are 
speaking, Senator O’Mahoney, of unit training. The point was just 
made by Senator Hayden that the unit training is a different matter. 
Of course, it is done at other places with large areas. This is special- 
ist training attached to the Engineering Center. I would like to ask 
you to speak to the committee with the committee’s permission. 

Chairman McKe tar. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. I am confident you will find in your records 
a recommendation with respect to the utility of this Fort Warren 
base for precisely this sort of training. It did not occur to me when 
the clerk handed me the justification I was going to open up an item 
of this kind. I thought I was talking for demolition down in Ari- 
zona, somewhere, in those vast desert areas where there is neither 
water nor housing. 

Senator Haypen. What is done in Arizona is done with organized 
units after the officers have been trained at Belvoir. 

Senator Corpon. You might have an organized unit of officers 
down there, however, so they could learn how to do that job. It 
would just be a difference of brass to GI. 

Senator Haypen. It could be possible you could fly them out there 
and give them part of the training in Wyoming and part in Idaho, 
and then fly them back to Belvoir. 

Senator Fercuson. We pay the officers extra for flying the planes; 
so, that would not be any extra cost. 

Mr. Benpetsen. That would not be true as to engineer officers, 
Senator Ferguson. They do not receive that. 

Senator Fercuson. Would you not ride in the regular planes flown 
by these officers if we pay them extra? 

Mr. Benvetsen. Certainly. But they do not receive the pay. I 
am glad to do it. 

Chairman McKetiar. Mr. Meier. 


LAND ACQUISITION AT FORT BELVOIR, VA. 


Mr. Meter. There are two items of land acquisition in this budget 
for Fort Belvoir. One is 55 acres for airstrip and some navigation 
easements in connection with it. The other item is 1,100 acres, which 
is estimated to cost $582,000. Since the first opposition to the ac- 

90549—51——9 
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quisition was expressed, we have to the best of our ability eliminated 
15 dwellings, so that now there are only 10 dwellings which will 
be required. It is considered by the commanding general at Belvoir 
to be the minimum amount of land he needs for storage of am 
munition and explosives, for demolition of explosives which already 
is conducted there, and also for the training of engineer replace 
ment troops, of which there will be 3,000 trainees in 14-week cycles. 

It is also to be used for overnight bivouacking for 10,000 troops. 
The possibility of doing this elsewhere at A. P. Hill and Quantico 
Marine Base was explored. It was found that it would cost much 
more to do it rather than to acquire this land, and that we would 
lose training time, and that all the facilities that are now at Belvoir 
would have to be placed at these other locations. 

Senator Savronsratt. What you say, Mr. Meier, means that 15 
houses will be just outside the outskirts of this area. So, you will 
have 15 families relatively close to the ammunition dump; will you 
not ¢ 

Mr. Merer. Senator, that is true in other areas around Belvoir. 
They built right up to the boundaries. 

Senator SavronstTaLL. That is your problem; is it not? 

Mr. Merer. Yes, sir. No matter which way you go, you go into 
housing. 

Senator Corpon. That is the whole port right there. Move it out. 
Move that portion of the additional thing out where you do not have 
those kinks. 


RESEARCILT LABORATORIES 


Colonel Carrer. I might clarify this somewhat. The research la- 
boratories are there in permanent construction. They cost when built 
in the thirties much less than it would cost to build them now. To 
move that facility would cost somewhere between 50 and 75 million 


dollars. 

Senator Corpvon. Nobody asked you to move it at all. 

Colonel Carrer. That isa part of the laboratory work. 

Senator Corpon. You can do the laboratory work. 

Colonel Carrer. Not without exploding explosives. 

Senator Corpon. You do not need 1,100 acres in addition to what 
you have now for laboratory purposes. 

Senator KNowLanp. I was just going to ask for the committee re« 
ord whether it would be possible to carry on this laboratory work at 
Belvoir and to use the Aberdeen Proving Ground for the explosives 
In other words, to team up with the Ordnance people on that phase 
of it. 

Mr. Benpersen. I would not be able to answer the question off 
hand, Senator Knowland: but, if there is any possibility we can do 
it. we would like to do it. If we can avoid doing this, I am for it 

Chairman McKeiiar. We ought to have cooperation; ought we 
not ¢ 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir. 

Senator KNow.anp. I do not know how much acreage they have 
or whether they are using all the ground at Aberdeen or not, but it 
would seem to me it might be something that should be explored. | 
can see where it might be difficult to pick up lock, stock, and barrel a 
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$38,000,000 investment and move it clear to another part of the coun- 
try; but, if you could carry on that work and then on your explo- 
sive features of it, if it were feasible and practical to team up with 
the Ordnance people, we should have enough unification to do that. 

Mr. Benpersen. Certainly there is no question about that. How- 
ever, I asked these questions about the expansion at the time when we 
had our hearings in the Department during the winter and spring, 
because I shared a feeling that that is a congested area. There may 
be always a possible solution for a problem other than the one pro- 
posed. I certainly do not deny that to the committee. That is cer- 
tainly always possible. But you have a long-established installation 
there with Engineer specialists, both troop and officer; and if it were 
just a matter of having land without regard to the command facili- 
ties—the laboratory facilities, the other associated activities which 
are part and parcel of the whole effort—of course, it could be done. 
If you split it off and move it away, you get into other costs—cost 
of transportation, which is considerable. 

Chairman McKe iar. Nine thousand acres of land in one body 
seems a very large body of land tome. Of course, I am a countryman, 
and it may not seem so to others, but it seems so to me. I was here 
when we acquired Fort Belvoir—that has been a long, long time ago, 
too. It has been there forty-odd years, and it was sup posed to be 
everything that was — along that line. It represented every 
last thing. Of course, we know that progress has gone beyond ex- 
pectation. But there seems to be such a wide difference of opinion 
as to the situation now that the recommendation of the House seems 
to be a very wise one. Will you look into it further? 

For instance, 1 would like you to look into the question of coopera- 
tion with the Atomic Energy people and with the Ordnance people, 
and see if some arrangement can be made by which we do not have 
to spend this enormous amount of money and make the danger to 
Washington just that much greater by a development of that kind. 
It is also a thing that will take you some time to carry through be- 
cause if you do not pay them exactly what they ask for it, you will 
have lawsuits about this thing around here. There is no doubt in the 
world about it. Out of the 40 pieces, you will probably have 30 law- 
suits, and they will take them to the various courts, and they will 
be there a long time. 

We have such a situation in northern Kansas, where they are in 
lawsuits on certain pieces of land that the Government wants and 
ought to have, and should take—without any doubt. It may be that 
you are entirely correct but I think it ought to be examined into a 
little more thoroughly in cooperation with these other facilities around 
here. 

Mr. Benpetsen. We certainly will assure you of that. I hope the 
committee will authorize us and we will consult with the committee 
further. I assure you we will. You will have our full cooperation. 
[I merely would like to say that to bring the particular aspect of the 
explosive part into a little perspective which appeals to me. This is 
a part of a package of training. This is not the sole training that 
these men and officers get at this important center. It is a segment 

(Discussion off the record. ) 
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COMBAT AND TECHNICAL AREA 


Senator Corpon. Necessary combat and technical area for troo) 
training is what this is intended to provide. 

Colonel Carrer. That is correct. There are 13,000 enlisted men a 
Belvoir now. 

Senator Corpon. I am not interested in that. I am asking you what 
part of the 1,100 acres are intended for that purpose. 

Mr. Benpersen. May Mr. Meier answer that, Mr. Chairman? 

Chairman McKettar. Go ahead. 

Mr. Merer. I think you have the same map in front of you. 

Senator Corvon. Just tell me in acres. 

Chairman McKeitziar. How many acres. 

Colonel Carrer. I did not understand the question. How many 
acres for troop training? 

Senator Corvon. I will read you what the statement is here, and 
you can determine it. 

Mr. Meter. It will be about 1,000 acres. 

Senator Corpon. Then there will be 100 acres out of the 1,100 that 
you desire for research and development. 

Mr. Meter. We have the Engineer proving ground there now which 
consists of 400 acres. This is just an expansion around it so we will 
have the required safety distance for the ammunition stores for ow 
demolition tests. 

Senator Corpon. I ask you how many acres of that is to provide 
necessary combat and technical area for troop training? That has 
nothing to do with ammunition depots, nothing to do with the buffe: 
zone. It has to do with combat and troop training. I think it is 
perfectly clear. 

Colonel Carrer. Yes, sir; and the answer is that it will be used for 
both. 

Mr. Benversen. It is a concurrent purpose. 

Senator Corpor. How many acres? 

Colonel Carrer. Eleven hundred acres. 


RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


Senator Corpvon. And then you will have no land for research and 
development. 

Colonel Carrer. Yes, sir. Research and development is carried on 
with troop training. 

Senator Corpon. It has to be done that way? 

Colonel Carrer. It is the most economical way to do it. 

Senator Corpon. You can separate 1,100 acres of what which you 
need for research and development. Whatever development means—I 
assume it has the meaning you want to add to your research facilities. 

Colonel Carrer. Development means the working of an item of 
either explosive or type of machine or something from the beginning 
of the engineering stages through to the service test stage. _ 

Senator Corpvon. And you cannot divide that from an area you use 
for combat and troop training? 

Colonel Carrer. We are using them for both together. 
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Senator Corvon. I asked you if you can divide it. Can you? Can 
you have another area for troop training and combat training separate 
and apart from your research area? 

Colonel Carrer. Yes, sir; it could be done. 

Mr. Benvetsen. Could we do the troop and combat training else- 
where / 

Colonel Carrer. We would have to buy more land. 

Senator Corvon. That is right. You could buy it for less than $5 
an acre and you would not have to go into the public area. 

Mr. Benvetsen. With your permission, may I ask, the question 
being put as I understand it is whether or not if you eliminated the 
troop and tactical training, you could reduce the requirement for 
expansion in connection with the research and development program. 
Is not that the question ? 

Senator Corpon. Certainly. 

Mr. Benpetsen. Could you do that? 

Colonel Carrer. That I would hesitate to give any answer to. 

Mr. Benpersen. I think we should provide the committee with that 
answer. 

Senator Corvon. All right. I would like to suggest that if you had 
a tactical training and combat area somewhere else, it would seem 
reasonable that combined with the combat training would be all the 
training incident to moving troops to where there might be tactical 
and combat problems. 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. And you do not need to have them sleeping in 
permanent or semipermanent barracks to do that, because they will 
not have the opportunity to do that in Korea or anywhere else in the 
world. 

Mr. Benversen. I think it is a question to which we will provide 
the answer to the committee here on Monday, that is, whether or not 
the tactical and combat training which is performed there is an in- 
tegral part of the package. If it is, that is one thing. If it is not, we 
may move it. 

Senator Corpon. Let us go a little further. It may be an integral 
part, but on reconsideration you may divide it. Will you look into 
that ? ss 

Mr. Benversen. Yes, sir, we will have the answer Monday. 


CONSTRUCTION OF BARRACKS, FORT BELVOTR, VA. 


Senator ELLenver. Scanning over your justification for Fort Bel- 
voir I notice an item of $624,000 to erect barracks for WAC’s. I notice 
in your justification that you already have existing facilities for 200, 
which is temporary, and that you want to convert that into a perma- 
nent structure. Am I right in that? 

Mr. Benversen. It is not a conversion. We are not converting any 
temporary facilities. ah \ 

Senator ExLtenper. No. It says here ultimate requirement 224 
spaces, existing 200. In other words, as I understand the justification, 
you have at the present time facilities to provide for the 200 that are 
now necessary. Is it that you want to make this permanent, that you 
want to level off the temporary buildings and put up some permanent 
ones ¢ 
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Mr. Benpersen. No, sir. Here is the problem. For the period of 
the emergency, the total requirement is for the aggregate capacity of 
both the proposed permanent and the existing. 

Senator ELLtenpeR. Where are they housed now ¢ 

Mr. Benpersen. They are now housed in temporary buildings. 

Senator ELtenper. Exactly. 

Mr. Benversen. But the expansion at the post which is a permanent 
post will require not only all the existing temporary facilities being 
used for WAC’s and other personnel, but also the additional proposed 
construction. 

Senator Extenper. All right. But you are asking here, you say, 
“The ultimate requirement is 224 spaces”. 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenpDer. Look at page 839 of your justification. You say 
you have 224 spaces at the present, existing spaces 200, but they are 
temporary. 

Mr. Benpersen. Sir, that means we are not proposing to construct 
any permanent facilities beyond the projected future permanent re- 
quirement, 

Senator ELvtenper. I understand that. But have you not space now 
to house the ones you need ¢ 

Mr. Benpersen. No, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. How many have you got now ?/ 

Mr. Benversen. I believe it is 200. 

Senator ELLtenper. How many will you need altogether ? 

Mr. Benpersen. Sir, the housing—— 

Senator ELLenper. Can you not answer the question? How many 
will you need altogether? If I understand this statement, the ulti 
mate required would be 224. 

Mr. Benpersen. That is the future permanent requirement, sir. 
What we are doing at Belvoir is to increase not only the WACs but 
also all personnel at the post. 

Senator Evuenbder. I understand that. I have been noticing that 
during an emergency of this kind, the Army and the Air Force and 
the Navy are tempted to get things done on a permanent basis where 
they can. As I understand this document I am reading from, you 
now have space at Belvoir for 200 WAC’s 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is right. 

Senator Evitenper. But your ultimate number will be 224, which is 
only 24 more than you now have. 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir. 

Senator E.renper. And yet you want to build a permanent build 
ing for them which will cost the Government $3,120 per WAC. Can- 
not that wait a while? 

Mr. Benpetrsen. No, sir: becasue we are faced with one of two 
choices. There is an alternative here. The 200 capacity to which 
the Senator has referred and that now exists will continue to be used 
to the full on that post. We are not going to put it aside, tear it 
down, or cease to use it. It will be used, and used on the basis of 
the restricted square-footage requirement in time of mobilization. 
There will be no waste space. We have to provide an additional 224 
spaces at Belvoir. 

Senator Evtenper. That is not what you state. You said the ulti- 
mate require ment would be 224 spaces. 
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Mr. Benvetsen. The purpose of saying that, sir, to assure the com- 
mittee that in the proposed additional construction we will not be 
adding anything of a permanent nature beyond the ultimate require- 
ment. 

Senator Exrtenper. Well, as I understand it, the ultimate require- 
ment then, instead of being 224, will be 444; am I right in that? 

Mr. Benversen. No, sir; the ultimate requirement for WAC’s at 
Belvoir at the end of the emergency period is 224. 

Senator Exnenper. And you have space now for 200, and now am 
I right in that? 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Evitenper. All right. In other words, you want to now 
build 224 more, or for 200, a permanent building; is that correct ? 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is right, sir, but may I expand on that? If 
we did not do this, we have to build a building out there to accom- 
modate 224 spaces in a temporary building. 

Senator Corpon. You mean you are going to have 424 WAC’s? 


EXPANSION OF FACILITIES 


Mr. Benpetsen. No, sir. The expansion at Belvoir is not only of 
WAC’s but also of enlisted men and officers. This is because during 
the period of the emergency, it has a largely increased population, 
Now, this building that is now occupied by the 200 WAC's, a tempo- 
rary building, will be used to house other personen!l. 

It is, therefore, a question of whether we provide for the necessary 
expansion with temporary or permanent buildings. 

Senator Exrtenper. Why do you not say so, and why do you couch 
it in such language as that ? 

Mr. Benversen. I think it is poorly couched. 

Senator ELtenper. Of course, it is. I think it is misleading to say 
the least, and my impression is that you are using this time in order 
to get a permanent building for the WAC’s. 

Mr. Benpversen. We are not doing that. It is poorly couched, I 
would say. 

Senator Ettenper. That is the purpose. You are merely using this 
for the purpose of building permanent quarters for the WAC’s and 
why do you not say so. 

Senator Freravson. What do you mean by the emergency? What 
emergency ¢ 

Mr. Benpetsen. Sir, what we mean to say, and I agree it is not well 
stated in the justification, is that Belvoir is a permanent post, con- 
structed at the time of a much smaller army of around 400,000, 

Senator Feravson. What did you have there at the peak of the last 
war, World War II? 

Mr. Benpetsen. We had 21,522 people at Belvoir. 

Senator Frravson. How many have you now? 

Mr. Benvetsen. We now have fifteen-thousand-odd. 

Senator Ferguson. You had how many during the war? 

Mr. Benpersen. 21,522. 

Senator Ferauson. And you cannot accommodate them ? 

Mr. Benpetsen. No, we cannot. 

Senator ELLenper. How did you accommodate the 21,000 during the 
war, and what became of the facilities you had there at that time ¢ 
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Colonel Carrer. Quite a lot of the construction has been torn down 

Senator O’Manoney. Will you repeat it, so that we can have that 

Colonel Carrer. The difference is the number of troops which wer 
quartered in the theater of operations type construction, the tar 
paper type shack which has since been removed. 

Mr. Benpetsen. Since the close of the war, the tar-paper type con 
struction of a very temporary type has been removed. That is no 
longer there. 

CrarrMan. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Corpon. My questioning will take some time, and I wonder 
if we should have a bite to eat. I am perfectly willing to go without 
ating until we get through, but I have a couple of matters that I want 
to go into in some detail. 

Chairman McKewiar. We have to ask them to come back on Mon 
day, then. 

Senator Know.anp. Mr. Chairman, I would just as soon take a 
brief recess for lunch and come back here, because 1f Congress is going 
to adjourn a week from today, we have got to move ahead on this bill. 

Senator O’Manonry. May I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that all of the 
witnesses who are outside cannot possibly be heard this afternoon, and 
we ought in justice to them to decide how many agencies we will hear 
and let the others go. 

Colonel Carpwetu. Those witnesses out there are not programmed 
to be heard, but are here only in case there are technical questions that 
come up. 

Senator Corvon. I would like to go over some of these justifications, 
and I have reached a conclusion that it is very important that this 
committee ought to know what it is doing and if we do not read the 
justification, we will not. We have got a $27,000,000 item in here that 
- not even been touched on yet, and that is a blank check. I would 
like to know something about that. 

Chairman McKetiar. We will know something about it. 

Senator Corvon. They have authorized projects which already they 
are changing, and I want to know about that, and I want to go into 
some detail, because one of them happens to be located in my State, 
and I will tell them now I except them to come to be prepared to an 
swer. 

Chairman McKetiar. Have you the officer here that can answer 
about the $27,000,000 item ? 

Mr. Benversen. You are referring there to the emergency item? 

Senator Corpon. I am talking about the standby fund. 

Mr. Benetsen. We will be prepared to answer that. 

Chairman McKe tar. You or some other officers will discuss that ? 

Mr. Benversen. Yes. 

Chairman McKetuar. I think that we better meet here this afte: 
noon at 2: 30. 


Arter Recess 
BETHANY BEACH, DEL. 
Chairman McKetxiar. The committee will come to order. 
Senator Cordon, I think that you had a few questions to ask. 


Senator Corpon. I want some information on another matter, Mr. 
Chairman, if you will‘all wait for just a moment. 
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Mr. Chairman, first I would like to get a little more information on 
Bethany Beach, on the assumption we may have adequate information 
on Monday to act upon that. 

Chairman McKetiar. Are you going to put your question on the 
record ? 

Senator Corpon. Oh, yes. I hope I can put my question on the 
record, 

With respect to Bethany Beach, for which some $805,400 is 
asked 

Chairman McKetiar. What page is that on, Senator? 

Senator Corpon. The item was not allowed by the House, and it 
does not appear in the House bill as I understand it. 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is correct, sir. It is on page 30 of book 1. Do 
you have book 1, sir, before you ? 

Chairman McKettar. All right. Go ahead with the questions. 

Senator Corpon. There was some testimony that the property owned 
by the State, but there was some property which it was proposed to 
secure, I believe, on a leasehold basis from private persons; is not that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Benpversen. That is no longer true, sir. 

Senator Corvon. That is what I wanted to get clear. 

Mr. Benpersen. It is no longer in the picture, sir. 


LAND TO BE LEASED 


Chairman McKetziar. You are going to buy all of the property? 

Mr. Benvetsen. No, sir; it is to consist entirely and exclusively of 
land leased from the State of Delaware, and there will be no private 
property acquisition. 

Senator Corpon. Did the amount requested of the House include 
funds for the private leasehold acquisition ¢ 

Mr. Benvetsen. No, sir, that $805,450 is exclusive of that. 

Senator Cornon. Then how did the question become material be- 
fore the House? If you did not ask for more money to get private 
leasehold 

Colonel Carpwety. It came before the House on the floor, Senator, 
because we had not reached a complete agreement with the State 
officials. 

Senator Corpon. That would have to do with the State land. 

Colonel Carpwetu. That is correct. We did not have any money 
in here for the acquisition of any land, and we were going to lease the 
land, and that private land was going to be leased. 


PAYMENT OF RENT 


Senator Corpon. Then do I understand that no part of the $805,000 
is to pay for any leasehold ? 

Colonel Carpwetu. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. Wliere do you get the money to pay for the lease- 
hold? 

Colonel Carpwe.y. That comes from the regular appropriation, the 
“Repairs and utility” funds. 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is the maintenance and operations of the 
Army, and it was proposed to expend that. 
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Senator Corvon. What did you intend to use the land for that you 
were to acquire by lease from private persons : 

Mr. Benversen. I can give, I believe, a complete explanation of that. 

The original idea was to acquire enough land in the rear of the 
beach so that an airplane towing a target could fly what we call an 
oncoming course or an incoming course. The plane would fly from 
the sea directly above and past the firing battery, and the battery 
would fire on the target as it went over. Safety regulations require 
considerable amounts of land behind such an operation because 1f the 
target is shot off, the cable drops down on the ground. The land that 
we now propose to use will not permit that type of firing. We will 
only be able to fire the crossing courses where the plane is flying out 
to sea. 

Senator Corpon. Of course, the question arises in that event as to 
whether your base is adequate for all of the training purposes necessary 
for antiaircraft training, if we cannot train them on that type of 
incoming flying. 

Mr. Benpersen. The answer is it is not as good as we would like to 
have it. 

Senator Corpon. And the next question follows: Can you not find 
some place where you could get that ? 

Colonel Carpwetu. Not that we know of and not for less money, be- 
cause we have an antiaircraft firing site that has been developed and 
has been used by the National Guard and Reserve forces. 

Senator Corvon. But you get the angle fire, but not practical when 
he comes to land. 

Colonel] Carpwetu. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. My experience with a little wing shooting is that 
you do not get enough practice that way. 

Colonel CarpweLtL. We would like to do it the other way, but we 
have satisfactory practices without it. 

Senator Corpon. That is all on that subject. 

Chairman McKettar. Is this what you wanted, the one that you 
already have? 

Mr. Benpersen. This, sir, would be on land to be leased from the 
State of Delaware, and we do not own the land. 

Chairman McKetxar. You will have to build the buildings and the 
runways and everything of that sort? 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKetxar. All right, then. 


MISCELLANEOUS CONSTRUCTION 


‘Senator Corvon. Here is a question here as to why you would have 
$200,000 for mess halls, and $244,050 for latrines. 

Senator Etienper. That is the question I wanted. Why do you 
have so much money in this authorization for latrines, $244,050, and 
how many people do you have there? . 

Mr. Benpetsen. I am asking General Nold to answer the question on 
the costs. 

General Notp. I cannot answer the question on the number of 
people, but these are minimum facilities for the people that would 
be there. 
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Mr. Benvertsen. Two battalions of about 1,200 men. 

Senator Exienper. You have got 1,200 men and how many latrines 
are you going to build for those 1,200 men? 

Colonel Carpwe... Fifteen, sir. 

Senator Extienper. And the cost is $244,050 for 15 latrines. What 
are they built of ? 

Mr. Benversen. General Nold can answer that. 

Senator Ettenper. Fifteen into $244,050. 

Mr. Benvetsen. That includes the cost of laying the sewer and the 
connections to the place which has no underground facilities now at 
all, and with that, if it were merely a matter of putting on the 
buildings—— 

Senator ELtenper. You cannot use septic tanks? 

General Noip. I think that we could, but we would have to have 
utilities to carry off the sewage, but these are 15 standard emergency 
type 80-man latrines. 

Senator Evtenper. Costing $16,270 apiece. 

General Notp. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Senator Corvon. I think that I can see where you can absorb that 
$75,000,000 without any difficulty, and you will never get out of the 
latrine business. 


SCOPE OF LAUNDRY CONSTRUCTION 


Have you got any money in here for laundries? 

General Nop. On this project, you me an ¢ 

Senator Corpon. On all of it. 

Colonel Carrer. There is a laundry at West Point, and a laundry in 
for Camp Stoneman in the Sixth Army area, and Camp Stoneman 
is in California. 

Senator Corpon. Camp Stoneman is near where? 

Mr. Benpetsen. Near the port of Oakland and San Francisco and it 
is a part of the port of Oakland and San Francisco staging area for 
the staging out and in of troops overseas through that port. 

Senator Corpon. How much money for laundries at those two 
places, each ¢ 

Colonel Carpwe.iyi. At the United States Military Academy, there 
is a laundry for $1,500,000, and at Camp Stoneman, Calif., the laundry 
for $516,000, and at Indiantown Gap Military Reservation a |: aundry 
for $1,156,000. 

Senator Exttenper. What big cities are around the place you last 
mentioned ¢ 

Colonel Carpweti. Indiantown Gap, sir? 

Senator Etrenpver. Yes. Have you inquired as to whether or not 
you could get the laundry done at local facilities, rather than have the 
Government undertake then to build a new facility ¢ 

Colonel Carpwe.i. Yes, sir, they have. 

Senator ELxenper. You have? 

Colonel Carpwe.u. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. Why is the one at West Point necessary? Are 
you sending more people there and will you have more students there, 
or just what has happened there to call for a million and a half ex- 
penditure for that purpose / 
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LAUNDRY AT WEST POINT 


Colonel Carrer. At West Point the laundry is an old inadequate 
building and the equipment is quite old and the floor on which the 
equipment is located is in such condition that it cannot support mod 
ern equipment. 

Senator ELLenper. Cannot the present laundry do for a little while 
longer until we get out of thisemergency? As you realize, it is going 
to take a lot of strategic material ‘and a lot of labor that is needed 
somewhere else, and why could not the present facility suffice for an- 
other year, let us say, or ‘two? 

Colonel Carpwett. May I answer that question ? 

Senator Corpon. And answer why it was not in your regular ap- 
propriation that covered West Point. 

Colonel Carpwe... It is, sir. To answer your question, Senator, 
the present laundry has not been adequate for some time. 

Senator EL.tenper. Will you talk a little louder? 

Colonel Carpwet. It is designed to handle 40,000 pounds per week, 
and it has handled as much as 69,000 pounds, and should be Gaeeared 
to handle up to 125,000 pounds. 

Now, in the testimony before the House committee, Mr. Scrivener, 
who was a member of the Board of Visitors, testified in great favor 
of this particular laundry. 

Senator Evtenper. Was any request made previously for the en- 
largement of this laundry in the light of what you have just said to us’ 

Colonel Carrer. I am not sure, about any previous requests, sir, but 
the laundry is 

Senator E:tenpver. Why should it come during the emergency ? 

Colonel Carrer. The building is in such condition that it cannot be 
enlarged. 

Senator E.ttenper. Why should you wait until this emergency to 
come to the Congress for this money, and why did you not do it before, 
and certainly with the showing that you made before the House, it 
could have been made probably" last year or the year before, and why 
did you not do it then? 

Mr. Benvetsen. Well, sir, it has been a developing picture at the 
Military Academy, and the Board of Visitors has strongly recom- 
mended this project. In prior years, during 1948 or 1949 and 1950, 
the whole plan of the Military Academy and required replacements 
of buildings which has been a problem over a good many years was 
under study, and perhaps the A asing is as a result of that. I know 
that when I first came here it was under intensive study at that time, 
and that is the reason why it has come up now, as a result of those 
studies. 

Senator Eittenper. Do you not think there are a lot of other more 
important things for us to do than to replace this laundry this year 
at West Point? 

Mr. Benversen. I think that those things are relative, yes, sir, but 
I know that as a result of the study it has been strongly recommended, 
because it is a permanent installation. 

Senator E.tenver. I have no doubt of that. 

Mr. Benpetsen. With the costs entailed in having to meet the laun- 
dry load at a place which has no large town or community near it. 

Senator Corvon. How far away is it? 
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Mr. Benpetsen. The nearest large place is New York City, of 
course. 

Senator Corvon. Have you attempted at all to determine whether 
you could get a laundry facility near there with the capital invest- 
ment paid for out of private funds? 

Mr. Benvetsen. The nearest point is Highland Falls. 

Senator Corpon. I am speaking of one near West Point to be con- 
structed with private funds, and I rather suspect there are thousands 
of people in the business that would be more than happy to have a 
guaranteed business that could come from West Point or any of these 

camps, and particularly the permanent ones. Have you given any 
consideration to that sort of thing? 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, sir. We always consider that. 


ATTEMPTS TO ESTABLISH PRIVATE LAUNDRY 


Senator Corvon. All right, now, tell us what you have done at West 
Point and how many people you have interviewed, and what you have 
done to try to get that facility located at West Poiint by private 
enterprise. 

Mr. Benvetsen. The Board of Visitors has made an intensive study 
of it. 

Senator Corpon. I have been on the Board of Visitors, and they go 
up there for 3 or 4 days and they look it over; they go back to Con- 
gress and that is all they can do. This takes a study. 

Mr. Benpertsen. I believe they made the study by the faculty of 
the Point. 


Senator Ferevson. Have you got the report of the Board of 
Visitors ? 

Senator Sarronstauy. I would say this, that Mr. Scrivner at page 
805 of the House hearings, went up there as a member of the Board 
of Visitors, and he says: 


We went through the entire establishment, and we found the present set-up 
is completely inadequate, and the machinery is pretty badly shot, and the loca- 
tion of the laundry creates a problem of traffic congestion. The new location 
will be away from the congested area of West Point. As a matter of fact, this 
building was not originally set up for a laundry and for years they have needed 
to get a laundry properly equipped with proper units. It creates difficulties 
in handling the materials coming in and the whole set-up is not good. We went 
through the figures and they seem to be reasonable. It would make accessible 
to West Point space now in the building which could be beneficially used and 
make unnecessary another structure for some other academic work. I was 
skeptical, as I am of many other things, but I will say quite frankly that they 
convinced all of the rest of the members very easily and finally convinced me. 


That is Mr. Scrivner of the House. 

Senator Fercuson. That would seem that they could wait a couple 
of years. 

Senator Corvon. It does not indicate that they tried to get private 
investment to put a laundry outside of West Point but convenient 
to it. 

Mr. Benpetsen. We have a policy in the Department of Defense 
which is rigidly enforced, mel in the screening of this I had in 
mind that we will not build any laundry facilities where we can get 
the service off the post, and we specifically required a showing “of 
that, and apparently no one has come forward to provide fac ilities. 
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Senator Corvon. Does anybody know that you need it and does 
anybody know that they could come there and put in a facility and 
they would get the business of West Point? 

Mr. Benvetrsen. I cannot specifically answer that, except that 
they have had to arrange for surplus laundry requirements beyond 
the capacity of this, as best they could. 

Senator O"Manonery. I would think that there might be a differ- 
ence between West Point and an ordinary camp, because West Point 
is permanent, and private capital would be willing to venture the risk 
there, whereas beside a new miiltary post that might be occupied for 
only a year or two, you probably have to use special funds to. build 


special laundries. 
Senator Youna. Is it not possible that at a laundry 40 or 50 miles 
away they might contract to do the work for a year or two until the 


emergency is over? 

Mr. Benpvetsen. They have been going along on a substandard 
basis for a period of over 5 years. 

Senator Corvon. Why go on along on a substandard basis if by 
that you mean back of getting the laundry work done if they could stay 
on a standard basis by the simple expedient of arranging by contract 
with somebody to get the laundry and do the job and return it? 

Mr. Benpersen. A very intense effort was made to determine 
whether anyone would be willing to provide the service down in New 
York City, and no one was willing to render the service required. 

Senator Corpvon. Could you have the report, and indicate what kind 
of an investigation was made? 

Mr. Benversen. All right, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


West Potnt LAUNDRY JUSTIFICATION Orr-Post FACILITIES 


1. In 1919, when the present laundry building was erected, the strength of 
the garrison was 1,878 of which S59 were cadets, 136 officers, and SS3 were 
enlisted men. Today the authorized strength is 4,161, representing 2,496 cadets, 
428 officers, and 1,257 enlisted men. The garrison has been more than doubled 
since the present laundry building was erected. The greatest increase in strength 
was with respect to cadets (an increase of 1,637) whose laundry requirements 
are in a proportion of approximately 2 to 1 with respect to other personnel. 
jased on 25 pounds per cadet bundle, 12 pounds per enlisted-man bundle, 25 
pounds per family bundle, plus bulk work for the station hospital, cadet mess 
and organizations, the weekly requirement is 124,469 pounds (summer load) 

2. For many years, until 1947, the Federal Prison Industries, Inc., took care 
of all troop work. Beginning with summer of 1948S it was necessary to either 
do this troop work at West Point or have it done by outside facilities. Hence, 
surveys were conducted to determine the feasibility of utilizing other Govern 
ment or commercial plants. 

3. Headquarters, First Army, April 15, 1948, stated that no laundry in that 
command could handle West Point work as all laundries were operating at 
capacity production. Since that time, requirement within First Army area have 
increased, thereby denying that possibility of assistance to the West Point 
laundry. 

t. In seeking commercial facilities, the Highland Laundry, Peekskill; Mid 
Hudson Laundry, Newburgh: Monroe Laundry, Monroe: and the Snow Flake 
Laundry, Peekskill, were contacted and surveyed with a view toward sending 
them a portion of the West Point load. These laundries are the largest within 
a reasonable distance of West Point. Also, laundries in the New York City area 
were queried as to their ability to handle part of the toad. 

(a) The following facts concerning the nearby laundries were determined : 

(1) The combined available capacity of these plants could not relieve the 
West Point laundry of the overload, even if use of such a number of facilities 
were practicable. 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 141 


(2) These laundries do not produce the quality of work that is required 
for the Corps of Cadets and enlisted personnel. 

(3) To use these laundries would cost the cadet or enlisted man from 75 
to 122 percent more than is now charged. In other words, a cadet’s laundry 
could cost him approximately $17 per month, or 20 percent of his pay. He 
now pays $9 per month for both laundry and dry cleaning. 

(4) The peculiar type of presses necessary to process cadet white uni- 
forms is not used in commercial laundries. Similarly, commercial laundries 
are not equipped to clean and starch collar, cuffs, and white web belts which 
are a part of the cadet uniform. 

(b) With regard to laundries in the New York City area, these conditions 
existed : 

(1) Concerns would accept laundry only in bulk; that is, bundles of a 
hundred shirts, only, or sheets only. This, of course, would entail an 
involved process of assorting laundry items for shipment to the laundry 
and then reassorting to make up individual bundles, with resultant decrease 
in the final quality. 

(2) The cost would be very high, approximately double present cost. 

(3) Contact was made with the Brunswick Laundry, Jersey City, N. J., 
and with three New York City laundries, Stancourt Laundry Division of 
Consolidated Laundries Corp., Pilgrim Hand Laundry, and Cascade Laundry 
Co. Only the Brunswick Laundry was both willing and able to handle the 
excess load, and then the cost would have been exorbitant. Cost of the 
soldier would have been 240 percent higher than the normal cost. Further- 
more, quality of work by the commercial concern was far below standards 
maintained at West Point. 

(4) The laundries could not guarantee adherence to a necessary weekly 
schedule. 

(5) Arrangements could not be made to handle emergency work such as 
frequently occurs. On one occasion, the entire corps was caught in a sudden 
downpour of rain at parade requiring emergency cleaning and pressing of 
2,400 gray uniforms. 

5. As a result, during each summer period when the load is greatest, service to 
cadets and soldier personnel has been reduced to the point where not only are 
the standards of appearance not maintained, but the standards of cleanliness 
are compromised. 


LAUNDRY AND DRY-CLEANING PLANT, TRAVIS AIR FORCE BASE, CALIF. 


Senator Knownanp. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I should 
like to insert at this point in the record a telegram addressed to me by 
the executive secretary of the California Dry Cleaners Association, 
stating that the association is strongly opposed to the Air Force 
appropriation for a laundry and dry-cleaning plant at Travis Air 
Base. 

Chairman McKetuar. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 

San Jose, Cautr., October 12, 1951. 
Senator Wiit1aAmM F. KNOWLAND, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We are strongly opposed to Air Foree appropriation for laundry and cleaning 

Air Base. No survey of existing facilities was made by Air 


plant at Travis 
Reasonable price 


Force industry operating at 60 percent capacity in bay area. 
for work will be assured. 
THe CALIFORNIA Dry CLEANERS ASSOCIATION, 


G. M. SHEPPARD, Erecutive Secretary. 
CAMP WHITE, MEDFORD, OREG, 


Senator Corvon. Now, Mr. Chairman, with reference to the general 
questions I wanted to discuss a matter that has a status In my own 
State, but again involves the question of policy in this whole construc- 
tion program. Before I go into the details of that, I wanted to ask 
one or two preliminary questions. 
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If I understand correctly, Mr. Secretary, your request before the 
committee was for the full amount of the House appropriation plus 
the amount of reduction going to general construction, plus the 
amount necessary for the Bethany Beach project. 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Corvon. That covers it all? 

Mr. Benversen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. And you wanted that, I take it, for the construc- 
tion of the projects which you justified before them, and which they 
listed. 

Mr. Benpersen. That is correct. 

Senator Corvon. And that includes among others the Camp White 
proposed infantry installation near Medford, Oreg. 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. There has been information in that area, and to a 
very considerable extent it has been confirmed since that you do not 
intend to construct the Camp White base at all. 

Mr Benpetsen. That is not correct, sir. 

Senator Corpon. What is correct ? 

Mr. Benpersen. Camp White, Oreg., sir, in this proposal is in- 
tended as a railroad facility to provide the country with a segment 
on the lead time involved in the construction of necessary facilities. 

Senator Corpon. You are talking gibberish to me. 

Mr. Benpersen. Well, I think that I can explain it, sir. In the 
event of an all-out war, if one were forced upon us, we have to mobi- 
lize our manpower at a high rate, as Senator Cordon knows. I can 
give the committee the figures on what would be entailed in that, and 
I am speaking generally now, not only with respect to Camp White, 
but with respect to the other facilities in the proposal which I will list 
in a moment of a comparable nature. 

In order to meet the scale and the demand of mobilization which 
would immediately follow if an all-out war were to come, the con- 
struction facilities have a considerable lead time. What we are pro- 
posing here is to establish some minimum skeleton facilities, the roads, 
the underground utilities, the overhead facilities, in order to pay an 
installment on the lead time. 

Now, what has happened with respect to Camp White, Senator Cor 
don, is this: We put it in as a division training area which would be 
used for training of a division after and only ‘after if such an event 
should occur on all-out mobilization. 


PURPOSE OF PROJECT 


Now, there are two general types of large facilities that are essential. 
One type is described as a replacement training center. Those are the 
facilities where large groups of men receive their individual training 
and are absolutely essential in the training cycle. Our division train 
ing centers are the places where the division unit has to unde ‘rgo its 
division tr: uining. Weneed more of both types than exist. 

As to Camp White, in an effort to be sure about whether it was most 
suitable as a division training area or a replacement training cente! 
area, the Sixth Army has advised us after careful survey that the) 
consider it to be preferably as a replacement training center rather 
than a division training center, and we are proposing to go ahead on 
the basis of a replacement training center. 
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Now, the people at Medford felt that we intended to change and not 
go ahead with it because we told the architect engineer in advance 
planning to stop his advance planning while we made sure the decision. 
The reason for that is because the lay-out of a replacement center is 
different than that required for a division training center area. I 
understand that the people in Medford have been concerned lest we 
have no requirement there at all. That is not true, and I assure you 
that that is not true, and that is the whole story about it. 

I would be prepared to answer or have other witnesses answer any 
further details. 

Senator Haypen. Let me ask you from a matter of dollars, which 
casts the most ¢ 

ADVANCE PLANNING 


Mr. Benpvetsen. The advance preparation would be the same, and 
it is a matter of lay-out. 

Senator Hayven. That is for a replacement training center or a divi- 
sion training center. 

Mr. Benvetsen. The advance preparation, and this is only advance 
preparation, would be the same in each, and the ultimate facilities in 
the extent of land area and lay-out would be different in the case of 
maneuvering a division as compared with the training of the individ- 
uals who are being readied for unit training. That would be differ- 
ent and require somewhat less land and a different lay-out. 

But this is only for the purpose of having an installment as an 
essential part of the mobilization base. We may never use any of these 
facilities, and I hope we will not have to, and if we do have to, it will be 
a very wise investment indeed, and we will save much money because 
we will be able to use them immediately, rather than to do the whole 
job at a time when everything is short and everything starts in at once. 

Senator Frercuson. Is not everything short now, and you are going 
to cut down civilian production beginning the first of the year in the 
automobile business, you are going to cut 1t down 13 percent more / 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is right. ‘There are restrictions, but in time 
of all-out mobilization they are even deeper than they are now, much 
deeper. 

Senator Ferevson. Is it not the purpose to go to almost 50 percent 
of our production after the first of the year, and is not that about what 
it was when we were at full-scale war 

Mr. Benvetsen. No, sir; the rate of production that was in produc- 
tion of the current program has not reached the level. 

Senator Fereuson. What does it reach the first of the year? 

Mr. BENpeETEsEN. It is approximately triple in deliveries what it 
was in the summer of 1950, and there has been a tripling in the course 
of the year. 

Senator O’Manoney. But you have not gone up to 20 percent yet. 

Mr. Benversen. No, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. As a matter of fact, it is my understand- 
ing 

Senator Fereuson. They have gone more than 20 percent, judging 
from what they have taken from the automobile production. 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes; that is with respect to steel. 


90549-—-51—_—10 
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In preparation of the 1953 budget now, unless there is full mobiliza 
tion, your budget for 1953 will be considerably less than the budget fo: 
1952, according to the information I have. 

Senator Frreuson. The budget for 1953 goes up to around $85, 
000,000,000. 

Senator O’Manoney. I am talking about the requests that we com 
in with, and they have not begun to complete that yet. You are talk- 
ing about expenditures, sir, out of the appropriations we have made. 

Senator Frereuson. It will be up to $85,000,000 ,000. 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes, but not on the basis of new appropria- 
tions. 

Mr. Benpetsen. That is the carry-over to be expended. 

Senator O’Manoney. The estimate for 1952 still stands at $40,000,- 
000,000. 

Senator Frrevuson. But the expenditures determine the amount of 
production rather than the appropriation. 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is correct, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. But the expenditures will be laid out for 
materials already manufactured. 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM FOR CAMP WHITE 


Senator Corvon. Now, I want the witness to explain to me what 
he has said; I could not understand all of that so I will ask some 
questions. 

For what purpose was Camp White surveyed in the first place in 
connection with your plans for increasing the Army ¢ 

Mr. Benversen. For the purpose of a division training center in 


time of all-out mobilization. 

Senator Corpon. And only that? 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corvon. Now, what would you do in connection with the 
construction and operation of a division training center to be used 
in case of all-out mobilization? What would you do with Camp 
White, and have you still your mind made up that that is what you 
are going todo? What would you need there? 

Mr. Benpetsen. If it were used as a division training center in 
time of war? 

Senator Corpon. Yes. 

Mr. Benversen. You would have to establish barracks, temporary 
barracks, and also warehouses and also mess halls and latrines. 

Senator Corpon. Build up all of the facilities necessary. 

Mr. Benvertsen. All of the training facilities involved in firing and 
all of the training aids that are associated with any such installation. 

Senator Frrevson. Hospitals and health facilities? 

Mr. Benvetsen. It is not proposed to be put there now. 

Senator Frereuson. That is? 

Mr. Benpetsen. That is right, sir. That is what would go there. 

Senator Corpon. That would be done immediately after you get the 
money to do it, would it? 

Mr. Benpetsen. After an all-out mobilization, sir. 

Senator Corpon., You would not expand any until an all-out mobil 
ization ¢ 
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Mr. Benvetsen. Not on the development of the post and the train- 
ing area to the level we have just described, no sir. We would not 
in any event. 

\MOUNT REQUESTED 


Senator Corpon. What did your justification before the Armed 
Services legislative committee represent in dollars and for what 
purpose for Camp White ! 

Mr. Benpetsen. $11,285,300 for the purpose of preparing it in ad- 
vance, so that in time of all-out mobilization we could immediately 
move in the training cadres, the supplies and materials and the troops 
to go under canvas to commence the training cycle, and use the place 
without retarding mobilization while the other things were being done, 
which we could not do otherwise. 

Senator Corvon. When did you expect to do that preparing in ad- 
vance ¢ 

Mr. Benversen. As soon as the money is appropriated. 


MISCELLANEOUS ADVANCE FACILITIES 


Senator Corvon. And what did that preparation in advance con- 
sist of ¢ 

Mr. Benversen. If the money were appropriated, as we urgently 
request, it would consist of the main road, the railhead. 

Senator Corpon. What is a railhead ? 

Mr. Benversen. It consists of the spur track and the sidings neces- 
sary in order to move in your rail freight and your troops and your 
units to the area 

Senator Corpon. Those railheads and utilities. 

Mr. Benpetrsen. Yes, and underground utilities, and initial ware- 
houses. 

Senator Ferguson. This warehouse is $1,030,000, provided for there. 

Mr. Benpetsen. That is right, sir. 

Senator Corpon. And warehouses, and anything else / 

Mr. Benpersen. Latrines and our mess halls. 

Senator Frreuson. There is cold storage and meat cutting of 
$525, OO, 

Senator Corpon. What is that ? 

Mr. Benpetsen. 1 am sorry. I said latrines and mess halls. They 
are not included. It is merely the underground utilities on which to 
build them if necessary. 

Senator SavroNsraty. As I read your justification, it is land ac- 
quisition, 80,000 acres, $4,000,000, wg re s+habilitation of existing facili- 
ties $5,100,000, and new construction, $2,100,000, 

Mr. Benpetrsen. That is right, sir. 

Senator Ferguson. That has got a cold storage item of meat cutting 
there. 

Senator O'Manonry. That is on page 224, at the bottom there. It 
is all on pages 799 and 800 of the House hearings. 

Mr. Benpersen. That is right, sir. This would be one of the 
initial facilities which would be required in order to move in a large 
group of men as the mobilization cycle increases. 

Senator O'Manoney. What sort of an institution do you have there 
now, this rehabilitation / 
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Mr. Benvetsen. Camp White, Oreg., was used as a division train- 
ing center in World War II, and we organized the Eightieth Divisio: 
there, is that right. 

Colonel Carpwetu. I do not know the number of it. 

Senator O’Manoney. What sort of barracks did you have, tempo 
rary construction ¢ 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes. 

Senator O’Manonry. But you had utilities. 

Mr. Benversen. Yes, and this calls for the rehabilitation of th: 
underground portion of the utilities. 


ALTERNATE SITES 


Senator Freravson. Have you no other sites that you could use fo: 
this purpose that have been abandoned, that have facilities in them / 

Mr. Benversen. We have no other sites other than these which 
would be available to us for any less cost, and also have adjacent t: 
them the necessary land, such as have been described by Senator 
Cordon. These are the best selections we can make. 

Senator Corvon. I understood that to be the case, and so I could 
not understand why you should have made it and spent a year in con 
sideration and handed it to a half dozen committees and got an au 
thorization of it, and then abandoned it. 

Mr. Benversen. We are not abandoning it and that was a complete 
misunderstanding, I assure you, on the part of the local people. 

Senator Corvon. What are you doing? You were going to have a 
division training center, in case of complete mobilization. 

Mr. Benpertsen. Yes, sir. 


Senator Corpon. And then you pull the architect off. Why did 
you do that? 


CAMP WHITE TO BE USED AS TRAINING CENTER 


Mr. Benversen. Because it is more suitable for replacement train 
ing centers. 

Senator Corpor. What is that? 

Mr. Benversen. A replacement training center is a facility at which 
we give individual training in advance of the development of th« 
individuals to go into units for unit training. 

Senator Corvon. Well, that would require a different kind of 
development on the ground than the one you have outlined here ’ 

Mr. Benpersen. It would require the same type facility but the 
lay-out of the facilities would be different, and thus we ask the 
architect-engineers to go no further in order to save funds while we 
made a firm determination, and there has been no loss in what they 
have done, and the people locally, I am sure, misunderstood because 
we did tell the achitect-engineers to stop until we gave them furthe 
instructions on the type of lay-out. That is all that has happened, 
sir, I assure you. 

Senator Corvon. None of that information was made available to 
the group which discussed the matter with your Colonel Cardwell, 
and none has been made available to me along that line. 

Mr. Benversen. I deeply regret, sir, but that is the situation. 
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Senator Corpon. I was advised when I made inquiry and I want 
the record to show this, when I made inquiry as to what had been 
done and why it had been done, and I wanted to see the files with 
reference to it, or my office was advised over the telephone that that 
information would come to my office but it would be classified as 
confidential. I could not understand why there should be any classi- 
fied characteristics to information with reference to the location or 
use of a base which had been justified in printed hearings before the 
appropriate legislative committee, and appropriated for, and listed 
with a description by the House committee, all of which is public 
knowledge, and I could not understand any reason for any classifica- 
tion attached to it. I did not invite the gentleman to come to my 
office. 

Mr. Benvetsen. I would agree with everything the Senator said 
but I fear that perhaps the officer who handled it may have under- 
stood that part of the facts required had to do with the rate of mobili- 
zation, which is an integral part of why this is necessary. Of course 
that would be classified information and I feel sure it was a misun- 
derstanding. 

Senator Corpon. As a matter of fact, that information is not even 
available or will be available until you have to have mobilization. 

Mr. Benvetsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. I understand from you that at no time have you 
considered abandonment of Camp White as a site for some type of 
operation in connection with this new military increase, is that right? 

Mr. Benvetsen. That is correct, sir. 


CONSIDERATION OF WITHDRAWAL OF CAMP WHITE FROM CONSTRUCTION 
LIST 

Senator Corpon. On the date of October 4 of this year, over the 
signature of T. A. Young, Deputy Chief of Personnel, Administra- 
tion, there appears this paragraph, among other things, and I quote. 
This is under date of October 4: 

Headquarters Sixth Army was requested on October 2 to formally submit to 
the Department of the Army their recommendations as to whether Camp White 
should be withdrawn from the list of installations to be reconstructed in the 
event such action is recommended by the Sixth Army, appropriate justifications 
therefor should be submitted by that headquarters. 

Mr. Benvetsen. And as I understand it, sir, the reason for that 
was this: That Sixth Army headquarters felt that as a division train- 
ng center the site would not be entirely suitable, and therefore the 
Department of the Army asked them to submit a justification as to 
whether anything should go in that area, which I feel is a proper 
precautionary measure for the Department to have taken. 

Senator Corpon. I have no criticism of that at all, and I am just 
asking as to the statement that you have made to the committee that 
that was not the case. 

Mr. Benpvetsen. Sir, I have just asked Colonel Cardwell, and I 
had the understanding that behind this purpose was the question of 
which kind of facility it should be, and Colonel Cardwell tells me—— 

Senator Corpon. Behind what purpose? 

Mr. Benvetsen. Behind the purpose of the temporary withdrawal 
from further action on the part of the architect-engineers. 
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Senator Corpon. Are you now advised that it was not for the pur 
pose of a arnayeg whether it was to be a training area, or a division 
training area, or for replacement trainmg? Do you now state that 
that was not the quest ion that required or necessitated the withdrawing 
of the architect-engineers, or was there some other reason ? 

Colonel Carpwe.y. I was the one who took the action to have the 
architect-engineers stop their work until there could be a redetermina 
tion of whether or not (@) Camp White should be used, or (6)— 

Senator Connon. Now let us take (a). That is whether it should 
be used or abandoned ? 

Colonel Carpweti. That is correct, and (6), if it should be used, 
whether it should be used for a division or a replacement training 
center. 

Senator Corpon. Then you are in error, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Benversen. I am in error, and I regret it. 

Senator Corvon. Then the subject of abandonment was in your 
mind ¢ 

Colonel Carpwety. It was a possibility. 

Senator Corpon. Did you get any such request as that from the 
General of the Sixth Army ? 

Colonel Carpwe ty. No. 

Senator Corpor. Where do you get the information upon which 
you first justify after a year’s study these several installations, and 
then offhand after they have been authorized on the basis of that year’s 
study, this new authority to determine whether you were right or not? 

Colonel Carpweit. Well, Senator, this Camp White has been in 
the program on the basis of a recommendation received from the Sixth 
Army earlier in the year. 


RECOMMENDATIONS OF SIXTH ARMY 


Senator Corpon. Now wait a minute. You mean that you did not 
make a year’s study of all these sites and refer them to specialized 
groups for determination, and you took the recommendation of the 
Sixth Army only! Is that correct ? 

Colonel Carpweitt. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. Is that true of all of the other bases authorized? 

Colonel Carpweii. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. You haven't then had any over-all consideration 
of all of them in the form of a single—just a moment, please—a single 
integrated plan for the Army; is that correct ? 

Colonel Carpweti. That is not correct. 

Senator Corvon. What is correct ? 

Colonel Carpwett. The Sixth Army was asked in December of 
1950 to recommend priority of the reacquisition camps, San Luis 
Obispo, White, Williams, Adair, and any other stations recommended 
for possible division, or nondivision, replacement training center o1 
reception center to include the recommended mission for which best 
suited. 

Senator Corpon. When was that? 

Colonel Carpweti. That was on the 13th of December 1950. 

Senator Corpon. Very well. We seek now the recommendation of 
the Sixth Army. 
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Colonel Carpweti. And they replied on the 15th of December rec- 
ommending expansion of the existing facilities to the maximum ca- 
pacity before reacquiring installations, and recommended priorities 
and possible uses of former installations to be acquired: Camp San 
Luis Obispo, nondivision troops; Huachuca, an infantry division; 
Beal, an armored division; White, an infantry division; and Adair, 
an infantry division. White was next to the last on the priority list 
at that time. The first two have been reacquired and the third one 
was already in the hands of the Air Force but the Sixth Army didn’t 
know it. 

Senator Corpon. That was on December 15 and was any action 
taken thereafter in connection with this master plan by which you 
were to determine the over-all adequacy and sufficiency and I hope 
superfluity of these acquisitions of which the Sixth Army was but 
one segment ¢ 


APPROVAL OF CAMP WHITE FOR PLANNING STAGE 


I hope we will get down to some basic principles before we get 
through with this. 

Colonel Carpwe.it. In February we had another exchange of com- 
munications with the Sixth Army. This was a long telecon between 
Department of the Army and Sixth Army: 


Please summarize your recommendations with regard to paragraph 3 (a), 
d(a) (1), * * * requested sites to be selected for 1 division camp, 100,000 
acres, 40,000 capacity, and 1 RTC, 40,000 acres, 40,000 capacity. 

Answer: Recommend Cump White for division and request time to select new 
site for RTC. 

Senator Corpon. That was in February ¢ 

Colonel Carpwe.i. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpor. And what other action was taken / 

Colonel Carpwexi. On the 18th of May we communicated with the 
Sixth Army in a letter: Approved for planning purposes Camp White 
as site for infantry division training camp. 

Senator Corvon. What is that ? 

Colonel Carpwe.t.. Approved for planning purposes Camp White 
as site for construction of an infantry division traiing camp. 

Senator Corpon. That is 19514 

Colonel Carpweiu. The 15th of May; yes, sir. 

Senator Corvon. That was an approval in Washington, of the 
recommendation of the Sixth Army. 

Colonel Carpwetu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corvon. What next action was taken? 

Colonel Carpwetn. On the ist of June the Sixth Army area site 
board made a report listing the advantages and disadvantages of 
Camp White with the conclusion that there is not an area in the 
White vicinity suitable for the training of an infantry division. 

Senator Corpon. That was on June 1? 

Colonel Carpweti. That is right, and that was out in the Sixth 
Army. 

Senator Corpon. So that the Sixth Army made a recommendation 
to you, on December 15, for Camp White. 

Colonel Carpwe.u. That is correct. 
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Senator Corpon. And on February you ask them to summarize 
that carefully, and the answer was “we recommend White,” and on 
May 16 you approved White. And then on June 1, the Sixth Arm, 
decides that their site board had better see whether they had use| 
fore or hind sight in the first instance and determine whether the 
recommendation should have been made; is that right? 

Colonel CarpwEeLu. Well, that is the time that the site board finished 
their work. 

Senator Corpor. When did they begin it? 

Colonel CarpweLt. We did—let me see if we can find that. 

Senator Corvon. Mr. Secretary, when we get through with this I 
would like to know just whether or not this is a sample of the care 
with which this whole plan has been worked out. Go ahead, Colone!. 

Colonel Carpwetu. I have a copy of their report dated the Ist of 
June but I can’t tell when they started work; that is when they 
finished their work. 

Senator Frercuson. Have they done it before the December date? 

Senator Corpvon. Their report indicated that Camp White was not 
suitable for what purpose? 

Colonel Carpweix. Infantry division training area. 

Senator Frercuson. And was that what it was selected for in the 
first place? 

Colonel Carpwet. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. That would be a training after mobilization? 

Colonel Carpwe.i. After mobilization; yes, sir. 

Senator Corpvon. That was June 1 and did they indicate it was suit- 
able for any purpose? 

Colonel Carpwe.u. Yes, sir; an RTC, replacement training center. 

Senator Corvon. That is on June 1. In the meantime I assume 
someone had prepared this itemized statement which appears in your 
justific ations under installation and location, Camp White, Oregon. 

Colonel Carpwetu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corvon. The 11th day of July 1950, and yet on the 1st day 
of June you have had a statement from your Sixth Army indicating 
that Camp White in their opinion was not suitable for that purpose, 
is that correct? 

Colonel Carpweti. That is not quite correct, sir. That is the date 
of the report. That report was not in the hands of the Department of 
the Army at that time; that report reached the hands of the D: 
partment of the Army early in September after having been reviewed 
by the Army Field Forces at Fort Monroe. 

Senator Cornon. When is that ? 

Colonel Carpweti. I do not have the dates, sir, but the date of t) 
endorsement from Fort Monroe was the 30th of August. 

Senator Corvon. Who did the Sixth Army make this report to? 

Colonel Carpwety. It was forwarded to the Department of the 
Army through the Army Field Forces. 

Senator Corpon. Well, could you even guess at how many other 
reports covering all of these installations in the United States may be 
still in the course of transit affecting final judgment as to whether 
they are adequate, suitable, advisable for the purposes for which you 
originally justified them, or for some other purpose or for any purpose’ 

Colonel Carpwett. I know of no other one that is in the process of 
revaluation. 
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Senator Corpvon. Did you know about this one before September ? 

Colonel Carpwety. Only verbally. 

Senator Corvon. I am not interested in whether you got it by letter 
or wire, but did you know about it ? 

Colonel Carpwett. | personally was not, but I knew or I know now 
that an officer from the Sixth Army earlier in the year had expressed 
the idea that the Sixth Army was not entirely satisfied with Camp 
White as a division camp. 


RAILHEAD FACILITY AT CAMP WHITE 


Senator Corpon. Under date of October 4, in answer to my telegram, 
I received this telegram : 

From AMCCG 1004, in answer to your telegram no request has been made by 
me for authority to abandon proposed railhead facility at Camp White. I under- 
stand that the Department of the Army representatives met with the Oregon 
delegation this date on this matter. Final decision concerning utilization of 
Camp White is currently under study. Immediately upon completion thereof, the 
Department of Army will advise you. 

J. M. Swine, 
Lieutenant General, USA, Commanding. 

For whatever information you received evidently did not come from 
General Swing. 

Colonel Carpwett. No, sir. 

Senator Corpon. He is just commanding out there. 

Colonel Carpwetxu. The verbal information did not come from Gen- 
eral Swing. 

Senator Corpon. Did you advise the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee of there being some question with reference to Camp White 
when you asked for money ? 

Colonel Carpwetu. No, sir. 

Senator Corpon. And so far as you know there may be other situa- 
tions like this existing in the United States, with reference to other 
bases ? 

Colonel Carpwetx. I know of no other situation, and I feel that if 
there were any other situation it would have come to my attention. 

Senator Corvon. Well, I hope it comes to your attention with more 
authority attached to it than an oral statement that you heard of from 
somebody else, and 3 months after the decision was made by the board 
in the field. This committee has to make appropriations and it has 
to rely on the people that come here to justify them, and it is entitled 
to know that when the people come and make a statement that these 
matters have been gone into fully, and that a year has been spent on 
it and that they have called in special boards of examination, and that 
they are satisfied that this is the plan that is needed for the defense 
of the United States and that the money they asked for is needed for 
the purposes they asked for it, and we are entitled to rely on those 
statements, and, sir, I cannot rely on them after the kind of a situa- 
tion that is being developed here and I say to you very frankly and I 
regret to have to say it 

Senator Haypen. There is one question that I would like to have 
cleared up. Would it make any difference so far as a railhead and 
the underground installations and the other things that we have pro- 
vided for under either plan, as far as the amount of money to be 
expended during this fiscal year 
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Mr. Benvetsen. I have asked the sam. question and I have been ai- 
vised that it would not: is that correct, General Nold ? 
General Noto. No difference. 


SCREENING OF CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 


Mr. Benvetsen. I would like to answer Senator Cordon’s original] 
question which he put to me on what kind of screening, and what we 
have tried to do with the program. I certainly agree with the Senator 
that you’re entitled to have firm data, and firm information. Whe: 
we appear before you we are cognizant of a responsibility such as you 
have outlined and I don’t question that and I thoroughly support it. 
I have tried my utmost, along with my colleagues, to see that that is 
the cases. 

Senator Corpon. I have no doubt of that, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Benpetrsen. I had no information that there was a question as 
to whether Camp White should be used for the one purpose or for the 
other, and if I had had it, I assure you I would have so stated to the 
previous committee. So far as the screening is concerned when the 
fiscal 1952 budget was being prepared and formulated I undertook 
at the direction of the Secretary of theArmy and the Secretary of 
Defense, as to the latter as a special committee of three consisting of 
Undersecretary John MeCone of the Air Force, who has just resigned, 
and the then Undersecretary of the Navy, Kimball, who is now the 
Secretary, and myself, to develop an across-the-board screening pla! 
for this very substantial budget which had us just as concerned as 
I know it has up to now concerned all of us. 

In conection with that plan we had definitely in mind the con 
struction problems and the facilities problem. We were mindful of 
what happened in World War II, and we ealled in to advise us mer 
who had been in the picture in World War IL. In the case of the 
Army we called in from civil life men from industry whose names are 
of record in my statement and attached to it, to go over the pro 
posed construction program of the Army. The question was, what 
things could we defer, and what things would it be essential to go 
forward with, and were there other means or other facilities we could 
use, and were the proposals free of frills and were they down to the 
bare bone, and were they essential or merely desirable. Our screening 
board that I have deseribed to you generally, and which I outlined 
in my statement on file, made recommendations on the initial propo- 
sals which came in from field agencies to the departmental headquat 
ters. to be there assembled and fitted together and looked at to see if 
there Was any overlapping or duplication. Their recommendatio! s 
despite the fact that they were men from industry, and I think of 
sound judgment, were again screened, because I felt we might be 
able to go further and after they spent time and effort on it, I con 
ducted a further screening. 

Senator Fercuson. Do those men make a report ? 

Mr. Benversen. Yes, sir; they did. 

Senator Fercuson. Could the committee see that report ? 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypen. That will be done. 

(The information referred to was filed with the committee.) 
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Mr. Benversen. One of the problems which is a difficult one of 
decision is the extent to which it is at any given time of emergency 
required that we establish in being those facilities which would be 
used in the event of a mobilization. We have to have the best phasing 
we can develop considering we have to lay plans in the future as to 
what the rate of induction would be in the event of an all-out war, 
and considering of course that in case of a war that might be forced 
upon us, the campaign plans would undergo change and alter the 
general increase and rates that you have to plan for. And so the 
question arose as to whether, if at all, we would build any facilities 
io stand idle. Our advisory committee felt that we should, and the 
Secretary of the Army and I, Secretary Lovett, Under Secretary 
Macone, and then Under Secretary Kimball decided that we would 
not do that, and we would not ask the Congress to do it. I think that 
I spent nearly 80 days on end on a very intensive review for this is 
very large and requires long hours. As I said to you before, it may not 
be perfect, but it was the best we could do. 

Senator Corpon. Please understand me that I do not expect per- 
fection. 

Mr. Benversen. I know that, sir. 

Senator Corpon. I did expect that we would not run into quite as 
bad a situation as this, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Benpersen. I am equally distressed with you on the impli- 
cations of what arises from Camp White, but I would like to finish 
on these facilities. 

Senator Corvon. I beg your pardon. Go ahead. 

Mr. Benpersen. Out of that intensive screening emerged the idea 
that we would not build any facilities and have them stand idle as 
against the unplannable day when a war might hit us. Yet we knew 
from our World War II experiences, and from World War I, that 
the demands of mobilization and the rate of induction were such 
that we had to have some installment on the lead-time involved, not 
alone for the purpose of bringing in the men and training them, but 
also from the standpoint of the construction problem itself. 

Senator Corvon. Would you mind an interruption there, sir? All 
right, go ahead and I will ask you later. 

Mr. Benpetsen. I certainly do not mind an interruption. 

Senator Corpvon. Go ahead and complete your statement, at any 
rate. 


RAILHEAD FACILITIES AT VARIOUS PROJECTS 


Mr. Benpersen. Therefore there emerged the railhead idea which 
these stations in the record entailed, among which is Camp White. I 
asked for a very detailed analysis as to rates of mobilization, and as 
to alternatives, and these camps at Shelby, Miss. , and Camp Gruber, 
Okla., and Camp Blanding, Fla., and Camp McCain, Miss., and Camp 
Joseph T. Robinson, Ark., and Camp Swift and Camp Bowie. Tex., 
and Camp White, Oreg., a staging area outside of the port of Boston 
and another outside of Hampton Roads, Va., were the railhead facili- 
hes that emerged for use either as division training centers or replace- 
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ment training centers. I did not know and I will agree with th 
Senator and the committee that I should have known that there wa 
a question as to Camp White as to its suitability for a division training 
center. 


DISCUSSION OF CAMP WHITE CONSTRUCTION 


Senator SauronstaLLt. Would you yield at that point for just 
question? Now, I have sat here and I have listened to all of this 
and would it not clear the air, Mr. Secretary, after your very sincer 
and clear statement now, if you told this committee that so far a: 
Camp White was concerned with its $11,285,000, that we would ap 
prove of the committee withdrawing that camp and that appropria 
tion at this time for further study by the Army. Now it seems to me 
that listening as I say, and sitting as a jury if you want to call it that. 
with Senator Cordon questioning you about the thing, that it would be 
very advisable for the Army in this one instance regardless of how 
carefully this has been screened through the country and everything 
else, the fact that it is a railhead or a training camp for the future ir 
reserve in case of an all-out war, to withdraw that at the present 
time and come up with it again if you had to at another time but to 
be able to give this committee the confidence that there is some doub‘ 
about being included in this emergency appropriation coming at th 
very tail end of the session and after the most substantial Army 
appropriation in the history of our country when we are at peace. 

Senator KNowLanp. Just so we can get the full picture here, because 
I want to understand that, as I have listened to the t testimony befor: 
the committee my definite impression is that there has been no doubt 
that Camp White would be needed either as a division training center, 
or as a replacement center, or one or the other would be required 
Now, I think Senator Cordon has been quite correct that. perhaps the 
Army should have known more definitely for which use it was going 
to make of Camp White, but I have not gained any impression that 
it was not needed for at least one or the other of the purposes. 

Senator Haypen. As one of the jurors, I wanted to agree with you, 
because if the amount of money to be expended and the nature of the 
installations are the same for either purpose, and it is going to be 
needed for one purpose or the other, then I cannot see or I cannot 
quite follow Senator Saltonstall. 

Senator Savronsraut.. I understood that the evidence was that 
was not suitable for an infantry training camp. 

Colonel Carpwetu. Infantry division camp. 

Senator SauronstTaL.. And then the question arose as to these coi 
trary reports of the general of the Sixth Army where he had not 
been definitely informed, and therefore all of this sc reening and so 
forth was still in doubt, and that is why I made that statement. 

Senator KNow.anp. Just as one of the jurors here because I think 
it is important that the committee at least understand it, my impres 
sion has been that the feeling of the Army was that it was not as suit 
able for a division training camp or center as it was for a replaceme! 
training center. I happen to know Camp White and at one time | 
was stationed up at the northwest sector of the Western Divisio 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 155 


Command which was in that general area, and it so happens that it 
was used as a division training area, in World War II, and now maybe 
they have disposed of some of the land or maybe the requirements now 
n 1951 are different than what they were in World War ITI, but the 
fact remains that it was used as a division training center although I 
can quite understand that as of today’s standards it might not be as 
desirable for that purpose as it would be as a replacement training 
center. 

Senator O’Manonery. May I ask a question at this point: I, too, 
have been a patient listener to the evidence, and there is nothing in 
the record as yet to indicate by whom or for what response any person 
n the Sixth Army came to the conclusion that the camp was not suit- 
able for a division training center and should be transferred perhaps 
toa replacement training center. I think it is most important to have 
from the colonel the answer to that question. Who drew the conclu- 
sion, the telegram from the Commanding General of the Sixth Army 
would indicate that he was not aware of the oral information which 
came to Washington ? 

Mr. Benvetsen. Can you answer the precise question of Senator 
O’Mahoney. 

Senator Savronstauu. I would like to have my question answered. 


SITE AT CAMP WHITE, OREG. 


Colonel Carpwett. I will quote from the Sixth Army site board. 
These are the general advantages of the site. Approximately $214 
million value of usable camp facilities presently exist at the site, in- 
cluding buildings, utilities, close in training facilities and so forth. 
The commercial airfield is 6 miles away. The main highways are 
adequate. The main line railroad is planning a spur into the area. 
Electricity and gas are available. Climatic conditions are average. 
Located approximately 15 miles from the city of Medford, popula- 
tion 20.000, 

Disadvantages: Large amount of required land is unusable. Ex- 
tremely poor road net. Rugged terrain makes new road construction 
difficulty and expensive. Existing industrial area and Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration hospital would have to remain as separate units and not a 
partofthecamp. Long distances to training areas. Terrain north of 
Beagle area and southwest of Antelope area is not suitable for tanks. 

Senator Corpvon. For what ? 

Colonel Carpwe.u. For tanks. 

Area lacks suitable area for large caliber ranges and observations 
for such ranges. 

Conclusions: There is not an area in the vicinity of Camp White 
suitable for the training of an infantry division. In view of the ad- 
vantages of the site together with the desirability of having troops in 
this area in case of emergency, it was concluded that Camp White 
should be utilized for 40,000-man RTC. 


ALTERNATE SITES 


Recommendations: After discussion and consideration of the prob- 
lem, the Sixth Army site board made the following recommendation : 
Camp White should be selected as the first priority for a site for 
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$0,000-man RTC. The Del Rio, Ariz., site to be considered as second 
priority and the Marysville site as third priority. 

Senator Corpon. What is the first and what are the second and 
third? 

Colonel Carpwetn. Del Rio, Ariz. is the second: and Marysville, 
Calif., adjacent to Camp Beale, as the third. 

Senator O’Manonry. By whom was that signed / 

Colonel Carpwei.. That was not signed, but it was transmitted—] 
presume it was signed but I only have a carbon copy—and it was 
transmitted by the Sixth Army to the Department of the Army, 
through the Army Field Forces. 

Mr. Benpersen. It is the recommendation of the Commanding 
General, Sixth Army, isn’t it, Colonel Cardwell ¢ 

Colonel Carpweti. Yes. 

Mr. Benpetrsen. That would answer the question. 

Now I would like to answer— 

Senator O°’Manoney. There still remains the identification of the 
person from whom the oral information comes, and that is written in 
formation as of what date? 

Colonel Carpwe.ti. That report was made as of the date of the 
letter which transmitted the report, August 13, 1951. That is when 
it left Sixth Army Headquarters. 

Mr. Benpersen. Can you answer Senator O’Mahoney’s question 
from whence did the oral report come and when $ 

Colonel Carpweuu. I think I have something. 

Senator Corvon. In other words, why all of the shooting ¢ 

Colonel Carpwetw. | car answer it from hearsay, that it was Colonel 
Steele, G-4, of the Sixth Army, on one of his visits to Washington. 
He did not personally talk to me. 

Senator Savronstatt. Now I would appreciate an answer to my 
question. 

Mr. Benpersen. Senator Saltonstall, Iam most anxious to do any 
thing I can to respond to the suggestion that the confidence of the 
committee would be increased if we would withdraw this. From the 
standpoint of being prepared for an all-out mobilization it is a heavy 
responsibility to take one of these out because they do not bridge the 
gap themselves, they are only an installment. I am very distressed as 
I know Senator Cordon is, by what has appeared to be an uncertain 
handling of this. I wonder if it would be unreasonable if I asked that 
you allow me to confer with the Secretary and advise the committee 
Monday. I have the impulse to say to vou that as I see it, despite the 
doubts that have been introduced in to the record which I agree are 
here, that this is an integral part of an essential precautionary step. 
On the other hand, I will recommend to the Secretary that in view of 
what has happened we defer this although | am satisfied it is an essen- 
tial part of what we are trying very earnestly and sincerely to do. 


NEED FOR INSTALLATION AT CAMP WHITE, ORFG. 


Senator SavronstaLL. Have you not answered my question, Mr. 
Secretary, when you said it would be a heavy responsibility in your 
opinion to take it out because this was part of a scheme of a plan that 
was still under what would be needed if there was a full mobilization ? 
Isn’t that the answer? 
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Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir. 

Senator SALronstaLL. In other words, you believe 1 n spite of all 
of this business, that this is a necessary replacement fey lining camp. 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir; I am convinced of that, but I sti ill want 
to do the right thing and I would like to ask if you thing it reasonable. 

Senator SaAvroNsTaLu. I am one member only of the committee. 

Senator KNow.Lanp. Mr. Chairman, I merely want to certainly not 
disagree with my colleague from Massachusetts, I hope the Assistant 
Secretary will give further consideration to that. I do not feel 
on the testimony here that it is necessary to withdraw this camp, 
because I am clear in my own mind that it is needed for one or the 
other purposes, and now I think it is unfortunate that some doubt grew 
up as to for which purpose it was to be used, but my confidence is not 
shaken to the extent that I want to delay the mobilization program 
if the Department of the Army is convinced that it is needed for 
ohe purpose or the other. 

Mr. Benpersen. I am so convinced but I am anxious to do every- 
thing I can and I will reanalyze it and give my final answer. 

Senator O’Manonry. May I ask you, Mr. Secretary, to look at page 
224 of the justification? It is the first page, and the same information 
is in the House hearings, and this gives the various items, $4 million 
for land acquisition, and $5,120,800 for rehabilitation of certain util- 
ities, roads, rails, spurs, and underground fuel tanks, and then new 
construction in the amount of $2,164,500, This new construction 
ranges—first, let me say this new construction is of emergency type, 
ind ranges from station headquarters to a mess station complement 
for 400 men. The question in my mind is whether these various items 
were prepared for a division infantry training camp or a replacement 
center: and secondly, whether they can be used or should be used for 
either purpose. 

Mr. Benpersen. I am advised that they can be used for either 
purpose, and that the requirements for the initial part of it would 
be the same in terms of facilities and costs. 

Senator O’Mauoney. So that this eleven million-odd dollars would 
be required whether Camp White is to be use as a replacement training 
center, or as an Infantry division center 

Mr. Benpersen. That is correct, 

Senator Corpon. I would like to arse a few more questions, Mr. 
Chairman. I want to say that if Camp White is not needed in this 
mobilization effort, I don’t want them to spend a thin dime on it, and 
that is No. 1. IT want to say in that connection that two recommenda- 
tions have been made to the State of Oregon, one for Camp Adair, and 
the people in both places, many of them were very anxious that the 
ustallation might be in their area, and they are anxious now naturally, 
nd in the State of Oregon there is one Army installation, and it is 
in ordnance depot up on the Columbia River, and I sometimes think 
that would have been moved if it was not necessary to dig up the 
mmunition. 


OTIHLER MILITARY BASES IN OREGON 


Now in the way of other installations of the Armed Forces, there 
will be I believe a squadron located on the municipal airport on Port- 
land, Oreg., 325 miles of coast line with nothing. There are three 
major airfields that were built during World War II east of the moun- 
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tains protected by the Cascade Range, one of the highest levels of 
days of sunlight anywhere in the whole area, and I would not have to 
give up much odds to Texas and Arizona. They are going back t: 
sagebrush and the jackrabbits. Another one is at Klamath Falls, an 
likewise there is ‘ big airplane strip in Coos Bay under the same 
conditions. There is another one up on the coast near Toledo, Oreg,, i1 
the same condition. There isa base in Tillamook County, Oreg., in the 
same condition. And in this examination, a report for approval of 
two locations in Oregon for something in the military defense line-up 
got at least favorable attention for one and it would appear that 
as soon as we heard of it, attempts were made to change it, and at 
least that is the record that I have here. 

Now, if they still feel that Oregon needs no defense or no defense 
organization, for goodness’ sake let them take it out, 1 do not want it. 
We can do after ourselves the best way we can, but when they do it let 
them look over their estimates and let them give a full and complete 
and itemized report for all of the others in the same fashion and let 
them do the same thing for every installation that is here. I don't 
mind saying to you gentlemen, I will see to it, there is no questio: 
about it, that it may take a year but I will do it. This is not any 
kidding as far as I am concerned. 

With reference to this particular matter, it seems to me that the job 
the Army has is to get a determination of why this sort of thing takes 
so long. Why it should come into being on hearsay from one colone! 
to another through a third person. This happened to be an example. 
and I happened to have this, and it could be true of every other one ot 
these sites and locations, and just as we found it in the laundarie- 
yesterday, and so on. 

I want to be able to rest assured that the servants of this country) 
are doing the best job that can be done, and I will back them up to 
the last ditch, but I can’t do it if I find very many more of these 
things. I will just have to go on a one-man warpath, futile as it 
might be, and it might not be too futile. But when I look at the 
thing, I can’t help but feel within me that if I vote for the thing I an 
voting for unconscionable waste, and I am voting for futility and 
frustration, and that is the picture that we have here at this tim: 
Now, so far as Camp White goes, if in your judgment, sir, it should lx 
dropped, drop it. 

But I say to you now, that when you set it somewhere else, I want th 
report on it, complete, and I would prefer that none of it be hearsay. 
Colonel, if I could have it that way. I know something about what 
in the thinking of the Army now, with reference to alternatives and | 
am seeking the balance of that information. And I shall ask for the 
balance and I hope when it comes it will not come classified. Because 
I shall not receive that classified. If it is of enough importance to the 
people of this country, we should let the light shine on it, and as fa: 
as I am concerned on the statement that is here, you say that you have 
a use for this facility, and that it is a part of this plan, and it should 
stay in if it isa part, but on Monday I would like to know that if it 
necessary and I would like to have some basis for belief that that at 
least is a final considered conclusion. And if you have at this time i 
your mind, any other alternative sites, and I say not additional sites 
based on a larger concept, I say alternative sites to those which have 
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been defined and described in this House report, now is the time to tell 
this committee about it. We would like to know what they are because 
we are furnishing the money. 

Mr. Benvetsen. You are certainly entitled to that and I would 
like to leave no doubt with the committee that I agree that you are 
entitled to it, and I for one as a citizen and so long as I am in this 
office, I will do the best I can to see that you get it. 

Senator Corpon. Do you have any information, or is any of this 
money intended to be expended for any purpose other than the pur- 
pose for which you have now justified it! 

Mr. Benpersen. No, sir. 

Are you aware of anything, Colonel Cardwell ? 

Colonel Carpweti. I know of nothing. 

Senator Corpon. The Army Air Force had two or three of those 
instances, and they presented them on the other side, and they were 
especially approved as well as appropriated for by the House com- 
mittee, and I think that that is a proper way to doit. I can understand 
errors being made, and I can understand the error being made at 
Camp White, if it was an error, but I cannot understand the opera- 
tion being carried on in the way it was, because it is not sound and 
it is not logical and it is not efficient. If there are those, I would 
like to have them, and I would like to make the adjustments, and I 
know the committee will, that will round out the soundness of the 
program that we can get, but we ought to know about it; and that 
brings me, Mr. Chairman, to my last question. 


REQUEST FOR EMERGENCY REPLACEMENT FUND 


You have got $27,000,000 in here for a standby fund. Would you 
explain that? I want to know particularly the extent to which it is a 
blank check, as the saying is, for expenditure in the coming year, or 
thereafter. 

Mr. Benversen. It is an emergency fund that is being requested to 
deal with those problems which will arise in the event of fire, or storm, 
or acts of God. In this large and costly establishment. For that 
purpose it 1s a blank check. 

Senator Ferguson. Like an insurance fund / 

Mr. Benversen. Well, it is an existing replacement fund for those 
acts. 

Senator Corvon. Is it limited to replacement? I can understand it 
could be necessary for replacement. 

Mr. Benpvetsen. It is for the purpose of dealing with emergency re- 
quirements that arise, but it is not by itself limited to replacement. 

Senator Corpon. What other emergencies have you in mind, Mr. 
Secretary ¢ 

Mr. Benpersen. Of course, we do not have them specifically in 
mind or we would not ask for it in this way. 

Senator Corpon. I do not mean now, please, in existence, but you 
have mentioned replacements, and we understand that, and is there 
conceivable, from the point of view of your experienced men who have 
dealt in this thing all of their lives, any emergency short of the war 
emergency that would require construction of new or alternate facili- 
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ties in such a hurry that you could not come back to the Congress and 
let the Congress at least hear the reasons for it ? 

Mr. Benversen. It is a very good question, and may I ask Genera! 
Nold to enlarge upon this? 

Senator Ferauson. Has it not always been done by supplemental / 

Mr. Benpetsen. This has always been done in this way. 

Senator Frravson. How much did you have in the regular bil! 
for this? 

Mr. Benversen. There is not any in the regular bill, and it is onl) 
in connection with construction, sir. 

Senator Frrevson. Why do you say it has always been done in 
this way? 

Mr. Benversen. We always do it in connection with our requests for 
construction. 

Senator Corpon. Heretofore, you will recall, you had a general 
statute under which you operated, and it came out of World War I, 
that you felt left you with the right of determination of locations, 
and so forth, and I think probably you are correct in your interpreta 
tion of the law; but there has been now superimposed upon that law, 
and that law has been amended, at least by implication, to the extent 
that these funds are allocated to places and things. 

Mr. Benpersen. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. And now the $27,000,000 has no such allocation, 
and it is a floating appropriation, and I simply want identification as 
to the limits within which you would expect to spend it, and which 
we could count upon your staying within. 

General Noutp. Mr. Chairman, there has been testified before the 
other committees that clearance will be obtained from those commit 
tees before the application of these funds. 

Senator Corpon. Lf you will pardon me, I hope that you will limit, 
to the very minimum, expenditures that just clear committees, because 
Congress appoints committees, and it has every feeling of dependence 
upon them, but they are still not the Congress, and if you would 
indicate what you would come before a committee for, it would b« 
helpful. 

General Notp. We would come before a committee for disasters. 

Senator Corpon. Let me ask, then, or let me give you a hypothetical 
question—and I will still stay for a moment with Camp White, be 
cause that has been up today somewhat. Let us assume that o1 
Monday you found that Camp White was not suitable for any purpose, 
but you had the $27,000,000, and let us say that perhaps your investiga 
tion indicated that Williams, in Utah, perhaps, was the ideal location 
And it might cost more than Camp White or less. Would you fee 
that you were entitled to come before committees and say, “This is a: 
alternative site that has not been O. K.’d by the Congress, but whic! 
we feel that the emergency that has been created by the fact that a sit: 
committee has had foresight and hindsight justifies us in spending 
that money on the new site”? Would that be one of them ? 

General Noto. I think not. We might be entitled under the term 
of this to come before the committees, but I would not expect to get th: 
request approved. 

Mr. Benvbetsen. This is not for that purpose, and I can assure yor 
from the standpoint of the Secretary of the Army, it is not so intended, 
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and we would not ask to be so authorized. But this is 3 percent of the 
total in the construction request before you, and it is for the purpose 
of meeting emergency replacements that we cannot foresee, and it is 
for the purpose of meeting emergency requirements not foreseen. 
Now, an alternate site is not that. Not 1 penny of it will be spent unless 
it is essential to meet either of those two categories, and then only with 
the approval of the Committees on Appropriations of the two Houses. 

Senator Corpon. If one were not equipped for the moment with 
either enough intellectual integrity on the one hand if he knew the 
facts, or lack of knowledge of all of the facts with all of the integrity 
in the world, he might perhaps come across a recommendation for 
site B that was not authorized, and it might carry the designation of a 
new site for a new emergency, when in truth it might be in lieu of 
another ; and what then ? 

Mr. Benpvetsen. Well, sir, the matter of reprograming funds for 
specific sites is often a difficult and a vexing one, because sometimes 
your hindsight is better, just as you have pointed out. But that is not 
the purpose of this fund. 

Senator Corvon. And it will not be used for that purpose / 

Mr. Benversen. No, sir; we cannot reprogram funds for these spe- 
cifie sites for other sites, without the permission of the Congress. 

Senator Corpon. But this is not programing ; that $27 million is 
floating. 

Mr. Benpersen. This is unprogramed. 

Senator KNow.anp. Might I ask a question along the line asked 
by the Senator from Oregon. You have explained that in the event 
of a hurricane or flood, you might have an emergency situation, and 
I think we understand that. Could this be used in the various other 
sites that have been mentioned, if you have underestimated the costs 
of the construction for the other programs ? 

Mr. Benpersen. No, sir. It could be used for a facility we had not 
foreseen, and not in lieu of one before you, but only after the com- 
mittees had consented to it and only after we had made a showing 
of the necessity and the emergency. And one of the salient facts 
would have to be that it was not foreseen at the time this came up, and 
it was not in the program, either in one form or another. 

Senator Youne. I wonder if I may ask this quest ton: When did you 
last receive a similar appropriation ¢ 

Mr. Benpetsen. We received one in fiseal 1951. 

Senator Young. Did you have an itemized list of what you used 
that money for? 

Mr. Benpersen. We can supply it, and I do not have it with me. 

Senator Youne. I think it might be a good clue as to what this 
money might be used for. 


PRIOR APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR EMERGENCY PROJECTS 


Mr. Fosrer. I am of the Office of Chief of Engineers. In 1951, 
the Army had authorized Public Law 564, of the Eighty-first Con- 
gress, $9,000,000 appropr iated for this purpose. Public Law 759 ap- 
propriated $4,000,000. There were parallel sums for the Navy and 
Air Force. The amounts, I think, were, for the Air Force $5,000,000, 
and for the Navy $4,000,000. 

Senator Youne. How was this used specifically ¢ 
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Mr. Foster. All of those funds, of $13,000,000, were spent on one 
project, which I am not sure should be on the record. 


PENN ATHLETIC CLUB, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


Senator Frereuson. And this relates to probably this same fund, 
the Athletic Building in Philadelphia, and which was obtained for the 
Signal Corps. And would that come under yours ? 

Mr. Fosrer. No, sir; it would not, because we did not have that 
money left, and we only had the $4,000,000, and it had already bee: 
committed for this other project. So that the Philadelphia build 
ing 

Senator Frrevson. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask where did you 
get the money to complete that Athletic Building ? 

Mr. Fosrer. From an appropriation made in Public Law 911 of the 
Eighty-first Congress, which appropriated a sum of money for Signal 
Corps construction, $16,000,000 of which was for a new depot at 
Tobyhanna, Pa., and the $4,000,000 spent on the Penn Athletic Club 
was taken from the $16,000,000 for Tobyhanna, and restitution of 
those funds is in this budget. 

Mr. Benpetsen. That was with the consent of the committee. 

Senator Frreauson. I would like for the staff to obtain full deta 
on that Penn Athletic Club, as to where the money came from. [| 
would like to make a part of the record, memorandums which have 
been filed here with the committee which I took out of the files. I know 
of nothing secret in them, and they are marked “Confidential,” but I 
know of nothing secret about the purchase of the site, and do you? 

(The information referred to appears on p. 176.) 

Mr. Benversen. No, sir, not at all. 

Senator Fereuson. And everything should be open to this commit 
tee. 

Mr. Benpersen. Absolutely. 

Senator Fercuson. So that that might be made a part of this ree 
ord, and then the details obtained as to where the money came from 
and how much money was spent, and whether it has been completed, 
and full details. 

Mr. Benpersen. Of course, that was expressly cleared with the con 
mittee, and should be a matter of record. 

Senator Ferauson. It was not cleared with the committee. 

Mr. Benpersen. Is that not the case? I was so advised. 

Senator Frereuson. You may have thought so, but as far as I was 
concerned, I never gave any approval, because we never got all of the 
facts. And if we make that a part of the record, then the staff wil 
obtain that and put it in at this place in the record. 

Senator Haypen. That will be done. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


} 


PENN ATHLETIC CLUB BUILDING 


The history of the Army's acquisition of the Penn Athletie Club Building in 
Philadelphia for use by the Signal Corps was covered in detail on March 4, 
1951, in a statement of Hon. Archibald S. Alexander, Under Secretary of th 
Army, to the Subcommittee on Armed Services of the Senate Committee o! 
Appropriations. The following extracts from this statement summarize thi 
history of this transactions and the many considerations involved: 

“In August of last year the Army and GSA began their joint efforts to find the 
additional space needed for the expanding Signal Corps procurement activitic 
The Corps of Engineers, acting in cooperation with GSA, made an extensive 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 163 


examination of all available space in and around Philadelphia. As you have 
heard from General Barriger and General Lawton, the need of being near a 
supply of skilled labor and of avoiding a labor turn-over required that these 
activities be kept in the Philadelphia area. 

“After a consideration of this survey, the Army decided in early October that 
the Ford Building provided the most satisfactory space. Immediately various 
groups in Philadelphia, Joseph S. Cohen & Sons, Inc., and officials of the labor 
union representing the employees of that company, requested that this selection be 
reconsidered. The primary basis for their request was that the Ford Building 
in May had been rented for a minimum of 10 years to Cohen & Sons for their 
manufacturing facilities employing approximately 2,500 and that if the company 
were unable to move into the Ford Building its business and employees would 
be greatly hurt. The Secretary of Defense, Mr. Johnson, had meanwhile re- 
quested that the Army not move into a building in Philadelphia which would 
cause such hardship, if other suitable space were available. 


“RESURVEY OF SPACE ORDERED 


“In the latter part of October, I therefore ordered a complete resurvey of all 
available space in the Philadelphia area. The Corps of Engineers as a result of 
this resurvey which was made during November, again in conjunction with GSA 
representatives, once more recommended the Ford Building. This recommenda- 
tion was approved by the Signal Corps and G—4. The resurvey had included a 
thorough search for other space of the required size in Philadelphia and the 
consideration of a purchase of vacant space for the erection of a new building. 
In December of last year the entire matter was then reviewed by my office. 

“The choice had narrowed down to the Penn A. ©. Building, a 14-story, sub- 
stantially vacant building located in the heart of Philadelphia, and the Ford 
Building located at Broad and Lehigh Streets. Cohen & Sons meanwhile had pro 
ceeded with their contemplated movement into the Ford Building. A physical 
inspection of this building made by the Corps of Engineers on December 15, 1950, 
revealed that this tenant had by then taken possession of the entire building, 
had already placed the seventh floor in use for its manufacturing operations 
and expected to have the eighth and ninth floors in operation Within 2 weeks. 
The remaining floors were also then being rehabilitated and were in fact almost 
fully occupied by the end of December. This December 15 investigation also re 
vealed that Cohen & Sons since the execution of their lease had spent substan- 
tial sums in improving the building to suit their manufacturing purposes. The 
engineering officer making this investigation estimated that the amount so spent 
as of December 15 was approximately $400,000. However, according to repre- 
sentatives of Cohen & Sons on December 26, 1950, this figure was about $750,000. 

“Once again carefully considering the recommendations of the Signal Corps 
and the Corps of Engineers, and weighing heavily the estimate then made by the 
Corps of Engineers, that it would require 6 to 8 months before the Penn A. C. 
Building could be fully occupied, the Army decided on December 22, 1950, in favor 
of the Ford Building. GSA concurred in this decision. 


“PROTESTS OF PHILADELPHIA CONGRESSMEN, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, TENANT, LABOR 
INTERESTS 


“When the decision to take the Ford Building was transmitted to Cohen & Sons 
and the representatives of the employees of that company, they asked for an 
immediate conference. This conference was held on December 26, 1950, and was 
attended by Army and GSA representatives, four Members of Congress from 
Philadelphia, the Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce, representatives of Cohen 
& Sons, and the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union through its national and 
local officers. Everyone from Phildelphia insisted that the empty Penn A, C. 
Building was just as adequate as the occupied Ford Building and made the most 
strenuous demands that the Army not take the Ford Building. They stated 
that to take it would compel Cohen & Sons to go out of business and would throw 
out of work their 3,500 employees (approximately 2,500 of whom were to work 
in the Ford Building). In addition, all these various representatives said that 
they felt that through the guaranteed cooperative effort of the community, in 
cluding business, contractors, and labor, the conversion time to make the Penn 
A. ©. Building suitable for the Signal Corps could be reduced to 90 days 

“The Army, as you already know, has a vital interest in the continued and 
uninterrupted operation of a major source of supply such as Cohen & Sons, since 
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that company, though it has no contract outstanding at the present time, is 
under mobilization plans the largest single facility for the production. of woolen 
trousers and jackets for the Army. From our experience with this company iy 
World War II we know that it is a good producer. Moreover, our Quartermast 

Corps had pointed out that both of these items would be in short supply for 6 
months after complete mobilization and that the productive capacity of Cohen « 
Sons had been substantially increased due to their shift to the Ford Building 


“FINAL 24-HOUR REVIEW 


“In the face of this strong presentation and the probability; which had on\y 
then become fully apparent, of the great difficulty and delay involved in forcing 
Cohen & Sons out of the Ford Building, I decided to review the entire situati 
once more and to give a final decision within 24 hours. This action was 
keeping with a basic principle that the Army always tries to follow when 
leases or buys space for an armory, a depot, a warehouse, or an office buildi: 
for any other purpose—namely to cause as little upset as possible to the cx 
munity, its citizens, and its going concerns so long as the interests Of the Ari 
and the Government are properly protected. I wanted to consider especial|y 
any additional information on space and conversion time of the Penn A. ( 
Building that my own staff and the representatives of the various interests from 
Philadelphia were able to furnish me. It had become apparent from the attituc: 
of the tenant of the Ford Building and the union representatives that the Army 
might well have to resort to force to gain possession of that building. 

“Mr. Kalette, my special consultant on construction, who personally inspected 
the Penn A. C. Building during the 24 hours of final decision and who discusse: 
with contractors the fastest time in which the necessary renovations could be 
made, advised me that this building with the full cooperation of the community 
could be partially occupied within 30 days after securing possession and con 
pletely occupied within 90 days. 

“With the agreement of GSA which had participated with the Army throuch 
out in this matter, the Army decided on December 27, 1950, to acquire the Penn 
A. C. Building and announced that decision the following day. 


“VITAL TIME FACTOR FAVORED PENN A, C. BUILDING 


“You have already heard General Lawton testify as to the urgent need of the 
Signal Corps for space. That requirement had become so critical as of the first 
of December that at that time the Signal Corps had a backlog of over 14,000 
procurement directives—equal in itself to 3% months’ work based on November 
personnel and facilities. Furthermore, the second supplemental appropriation 
bill which was then pending before Congress required approximately 40,000 
additional procurement directives. Not only was the equipment covered by 
these directives needed by our troops but delay in placing these orders was re 
tarding the gearing up of the electronics industry and each day costing the 
Government unascertainable but nevertheless large dollar losses. Moreover, there 
was present the inevitable danger that the overworked Signal Corps procur 
ment personnel working in their present cramped space might make mistakes 01 
contracts that could cost the Government more than the cost of either building 

“With the Penn A, C, Building possession was immediately available on a: 
quisition. With the Ford Building possession was uncertain. It was very ap 
parent from the militant attitude of Cohen & Sons and the Clothing Workers 
Union that every delay and impediment possible would have been put in the way 
of the Army's gaining occupancy of the Ford Building. In addition, this building 
was filled with machinery, raw materials, and completed and partially manu 
factured clothing, all of which would have to be removed and stored. Any « 
termination of the time of ultimate possession of the Ford Building was therefore 
impossible. This certainty as to possession in the case of the Penn A. C. Build 
ing and uncertainty in the case of the Ford Building, in the light of all th 
potential consequences, I regarded as a most important element of the problem 


“SPACE AND LOCATION CONSIDERATIONS FAVORED PENN A. C. BUILDING 


“We estimated that either the Penn A. C. Building or the Ford Building 
would supply us with approximately 350,000 square feet of usable floor spa: 
Mr. Kalette has already told you that the contractors have recently advised us 
that the Penn A. C, Building as it stands will supply us with 333,000 squar 
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feet of usable space, with an additional 13,000 square feet being available as 
a result of the construction of a new top floor. In gross space the Penn A. C. 
Building had 418,000 square feet whereas the Ford Building had only 382,000 
square feet. Moreover there is a garage adjacent te the Penn A. C. Building 
that would, if more space were required, furnish 60,000 additional square feet. 
This important opportunity to expand into adjoining space had the advantage 
also of eliminating new construction when building materials might well be 
searce. No such adjoining extra space is present in the case of the Ford 
Building. 

“Moreover, the Penn A. C. Building, in our opinion, is in a far preferable 
location. It is in the central part of the city, with public transportation more 
readily available generally to all parts of the metropolitan area. It is much better 
located with respect to access to the people with whom the Signal Corps would 
normally do business. From the point of view of the Government as owner, 
there can be no question that when Army occupancy may no longer be necessary, 
the Penn A. C. Building will be much better either for occupancy by other agencies 
of the Government or for disposal. 

“Any advantage that the Ford Building might have over the Penn A. C. Building 
with respect to parking area, it being located in a less congested area, was 
partly offset by the fact that full mobilization would greatly curtail the use of 
ears as it had in World War II. 


“COMPARATIVE COSTS OF RENOVATED BUILDING 


“Last but by no means least was the total over-all estimated cost of each 
building after conversion to Signal Corps needs. The question of relative dollar 
costs was at all times a matter of concern to us. My decision on December 
27, 1950, was predicated on the following estimates, all of which may vary con- 
siderably plus or minus. They are, however, honest estimates made by respon- 
sible, competent, and disinterested persons. 

“The cost of acquisition of either the Ford Building or the Penn A. C. Building 
was estimated at approximately $1% million. Lach of these buildings was 
offered to us at $2 million, and in each case we felt this figure to be high. As you 
know, in our condemnation proceeding we have already deposited $14 million as 
the estimated market value of the Penn A. C. Building. The exact figure will, 
of course, not be judicially determined until some time hence. 

“As to the money that the Government would have to use to renovate each 
building for Signal Corps use, we estimated $114 to $2 million for the Penn A. C. 
Building and $4 to $% million for the Ford Building. In my opinion, the latter 
estimate was low. I would like to refer the members of this committee to the 
figures submitted by GSA subsequent to the hearing on March 2, 1951, these 
figures now being in the record. They indicate that instead of Mr. Mosier’s esti- 
mate of $100,000 as the cost of renovating the Ford Building, the GSA estimated 
in November 1949 that the cost of renovating that building for the substantially 
similar needs of the Bureau of the Census would be $760,000. The GSA now 
estimates that this amount should be increased by 16 percent, because of present 
increased costs, making a total of $881,600. 

“Moreover, in the case of the Ford Building we felt that at least a substantial 
part of the $400,000 to $750,000 estimated improvements made by Cohen & Sons 
would in practical effect have had to have been paid for by the Government. 
These improvements are not reflected in the $44 to $14 million estimates for reno- 
vations that we have already mentioned. It seemed to us at the time of decision 
that notwithstanding any condemnation language in the lease the lessee could 
make a persuasive argument before any court that he was entitled to receive back 
at least a substantial part of the cost of his own improvements which he had 
just begun to enjoy and was losing through no fault of his own. In any event 
these improvements had enhanced the value of the building and irrespective of 
who as between the lessor or lessee was to receive their dollars’ worth, we were 
confident that their value would be reflected in the ultimate cost to the 
Government. 

“Again I want to emphasize that those figures are necessarily conjectural 
ind adjustments are inevitable. I was fully cognizant at the time the Army 
made its decision in favor of the Penn A. C. Building that these estimates indi- 
cated a cost spread of somewhat over $500,000. But I was confident in my 
own mind that this estimated difference was more than offset by the other 
considerations involved that favored the Penn A. C. Building, especially the 
fact that the indicated delay in acquiring possession of the Ford Building might 
result in dollar losses to the Government far greater than any estimated spread. 
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“Moreover, it is important to note that the dollars invested in the Penn A. ¢ 
represent a sound Government investment, You have already heard Mr. Kalett 
testify that even if the acquisition of the Penn A. C. Building should cost th: 
Government as much as $4 million, it is money well invested, because the Govern 
ment will own an asset which will be worth more than the Ford Building and 
can always realize a good price in relation to its cost. To illustrate the latte 
point, in comparison to the going rental rate in Philadelphia of $3 per squar 
foot for such space as the Signal Corps will be using, the annual rent in the 
case of the Penn A. C. Building will be less than 70 cents per square foot eve: 
if we assume that the condemnation price, together with renovation costs 
amounts to as much as $4,000,000 and is regarded as producing a yield as hig! 
as 6 percent. This is based on the assurance of our contractors that the Signa 
Corps will have 333,000 square feet of floor space, together with an additiona 
13,000 from the added floor on top of the building. 

“T appreciate that you have heard only the figure of $4,000,000 for the Pem 
A. C. Building. Because of the uncertainty of estimates, we felt that in ap 
proaching the congressional committees we should use a thoroughly conserva 
tive figure so that in the event the actual costs exceeded our estimates, we would 
not again have to take up your time on this matter. For your information, the 
Bureau of the Budget, after hearing our request for $4,000,000 for the Pen: 
A. ©. Building, felt that $5,000,000 was a better estimate and approved only 
that amount. 

“@SA PARTICIPATION 


“A GSA representative, Mr. Paul Finegan of the Public Buildings Service, par 
ticipated in the conference with the representatives of the various interests from 
Philadelphia on December 26, 1950, and at further conferences in Philadelphia on 
December 27. On December 27, 1950, the Army, with the concurrence of GSA 
decided that the Penn A. C. Building should be acquired. On December 28 a meet 
ing was held of the Army personnel together with Mr. Finegan of GSA. Al! 
present at that meeting agreed that because of renovation costs, this building 
should be bought, not leased. The GSA representative, Mr. Finegan, at this 
meeting said that his agency would institute the necessary action and that it 
had the funds needed for the purchase. Later, however, GSA informed us that 
it had no money available for buying realty as distinguished from leasing it 
GSA and the Army continued in complete agreement that the Penn A. C. Build 
ing should be bought, not leased. In the circumstances we, therefore, felt it 
vital that we reprogram some of the construction money already appropriated 
for construction. 


“APPEARANCES BEFORE OTHER CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES 


“Representatives of the Army then appeared before the Senate and House 
Armed Services Committee and the House Appropriations Committee. As is our 
practice these committees were informed that it was necessary to reprogram up 
to $4,000,000 of Signal Corps construction money in order to acquire the Penn 
A. C. Building to house expanded Signal Corps procurement activities. The 
question of the various alternate selections which the Army had considered in 
making its choice was not discussed with these committees since reprogramming 
available funds was the major concern and since generally we do not consume 
your time with the many details and conflicting factors that are frequently pre 
sent in our decisions to lease or buy realty. 


“ARMY WITNESSES TOLD TO STATE FACTS CANDIDLY 


“As is always the case before congressional committees our witnesses were 
told, insofar as there was any discussion with them, to give the facts plainly and 
candidly and to answer in the same manner whatever questions Were put to them 
The final decision in favor of the Penn A. C. Building being mine, it was mack 
clear to them that I myself, as a part of my responsibility, wanted to testify o! 
the reason for my ultimate selection of the Penn A. C. structure if any questions 
were asked concerning that decision. 

“T have reviewed the entire situation at length in order to give you the ful 
picture. The matter of acquiring this space has been as trying and time consuming 
a task as I have had in the 18 months that I have been in the Department of 
the Army. All of us in the Army have conscientiously tried to consider the best 
interests of the taxpayers, the community of Philadelphia, and business and labor 
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as Well as the best interests of the Army. I should like to summarize briefly the 
entire transaction. : 

“Faced with constantly increasing urgency to obtain vital space for the Army, 
satisfied that only space of approximately 350,000 square feet in Philadelphia 
would meet the Signal Corps needs, realizing that equipment needs and losses 
were producing critical shortages which might soon affect combat operations in 
Korea where our troops in December were being pushed back, having fruitlessly 
explored every possibility of obtaining space elsewhere than in the Ford or Penn 
A. C. Buildings, having arrived at the moment of decision hand in hand, so far 
as I was concerned, with GSA, I felt, and I understood that GSA felt, that 
one choice was appreciably better than the other. The choice of the Penn A. C. 
Building seemed appreciably better most of all because it could be obtained 
without delay. There was no certainty when the Ford Building could be 
obtained and my judgment Was and is that it would have taken many weeks 
more to get into the Ford Building than into the Penn A. C. Building. Although 
the cost estimates for both buildings were only estimates, it appeared to me 
that even if the Penn A. C. Building should cost more than $500,000 more than 
the Ford Building the Government, as the owner of the Penn A. C., as contrasted 
to the Ford Building, would have an asset worth at least that much more. Even 
if, as I did not and do not believe, the cost spread between the two buildings 
were greater, I felt that the cost to the country’s defense and in dollars to the 
taxpayer resulting from inevitable delay in getting into the Ford Building might 
be immeasurable.” 

As a supplement to the history of the Penn A. C. acquisition as outlined above 
and as representative of the care with which the Army considered this problem 
in the light of the conflicting interests involved, the following documents are 
typical: 


I. MEMORANDUM FOR THE ReEcORD CONCERNING STATUS OF COHEN Co. ON DECEMBER 
19, 1950 


1. I accompanied Mr. Shackelford to a meeting held by Mrs. Rosenberg, the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense, on December 18, at which she heard a request 
from Mr. Ullman, of the Cohen Clothing Co., Philadelphia; Mr. Weinstein, of 
the Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union; and Dr. Drechsler, attorney, that 
the Army discontinue its interest in leasing the Ford Building in Philadelphia 
for use by the Signal Corps. Mr. Drechsler pointed out that the Cohen Clothing 
Co. had initiated action to lease the Ford Building back in 1949, had completed 
their arrangements early in 1950, and have for some months been in the process 
of altering the building for occupancy. Two floors are now in operation, and the 
remainder of the building will be occupied in the very near future. Leases pre 
viously held at other loeations have been terminated. About 2,200 people would 
be employed by the Cohen Co. directly in the Ford Building, and approximately 
1300 others who are employed elsewhere would be affected by my disruption 
ef the company’s operations. 

2. It was explained by Mr. Shackelford and myself that the Corps of Engi- 
neers had recommended leasing of this building to meet a Signal Corps require- 
ment, but since lease of this building by the Army could only be effected by use 
of condemnation proceedings and would disrupt the operations of the Cohen Co., 
the Under Secretary had not approved the recommendation but had required 
that additional surveys be made in an effort to find suitable space elsewhere. 
After additional surveys had been completed, the engineers and G—4 again rec 
ommended lease of the Ford Building as the only available property meeting 
Signal Corps requirements, both as to adequacy of space under a single roof and 
time required in readying for occupancy. Again the Under Secretary directed 
that a further survey be made in an effort to find other space. Meanwhile, on 
December 1 the General Services Administration took over the responsibility for 
obtaining space for all Government agencies in a number of the larger cities, 
including Philadelphia. The Army has informed the GSA of the efforts made 
to date to find suitable space for this Signal Corps requirement and has requested 
that the GSA obtain the space required. Upon completion of the additional 
survey and report which is now in process, the Army plans to inform the GSA 
further with respect to its requirements and investigations to date. No final 
decision has been made by the Army, and no formal recommendations will be 
made to GSA until receipt and review of the report now in process, which is 
expected within approximately 1 week. 
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8. Mrs. Rosenberg pointed out that problems connected with the leasing of 
real estate did not come under her jurisdiction, but requested that the Army 
review the situation most carefully before making a decision, consider the pos 
sible effect which disruption of the Cohen Co. might have upon Quartermaster 
procurement of clothing, and suggested that it might be desirable to check with 
the Munitions Board before making a final decision. She emphasized that a 
second best choice, insofar as the Signal Corps was concerned, might be the best 
choice from an over-all viewpoint. She assured Messrs. Ullman, Weinstein, and 
Dreschler that every possible consideration would be given to their request that 
they not be required to vacate the Ford Building and that she was sure that 
the Army would make every effort to find other suitable space, but that if, after 
the most careful review of all circumstances, it should be found necessary to 
utilize the building, they would then understand that it was a case of having to 
take such action. 

4. After the meeting, Mr. Shackelford stated that he would telephone Genera! 
Feldman to ascertain the possible effect on Quartermaster procurement which 
might result from requiring the Cohen Clothing Co. to move out of the Ford 
Building. I instructed Colonel Green to get in touch with G—4, Corps of Enci 
neers, Signal Corps, and GSA with a view to expediting action and exploring 
every possibility of finding other space which could be obtained promptly. I 
emphasized the importance of expediting action because of the handicap being 
imposed upon Signal Corps procurement as a result of delay in providing 
additional space. 

G. Ropney SMITH, 
Colonel, G. 8S. C., Executive. 


— 


2. List or PERSONS ATTENDING DECEMBER 26 CONFERENCE HELD IN THE OFFICE OF 
rhe UNpDER SECRETARY OF THE ARMY ON DECEMBER 26, 1950 


Meeting at 10 a, m., December 26, 1950, room 3E-596 

Subject : Ford Building in Philadelphia 

A. 8S. Alexander, Under Secretary of the Army 

Mr. Charles Weinstein, manager, Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America 

Mr. David Drechsler, attorney for Joseph H. Cohen Sons, Inc. 

Gen. K. B. Lawton, Deputy Chief Signal Officer 

J. Harvey LeBrum, general counsel, Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce 

Maj. Gen. W. O. Reeder, Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff, G—4 

Brig. Gen. W. L. Barriger, Chief, Service Division, G4 

Mr. J. H. Cohen, president, J. H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. L. Ullman, vice president, J. H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. Irving W. Coleman, attorney for J. H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. James C. Robinson, Office of the Chief of Engineers 

Mr. William I. Barrett, Mr. Earl Chudoff, Mr. William T. Granahan, Mr. Willian 
J. Green, Jr.. Members of Congress (Pennsylvania) 

Mr. Paul V. Finegan, General Services Administration 

Mr. W. P. Cohen, J. H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. Alexander Conn, attorney for J. H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Col. C. Rodney Smith, executive, OUSA 

Meeting at 3 p. m., December 26, 1950, room 3E-596 

Subject : Ford Building in Philadelphia 

Mr. Chester J. Cincotta, Albert M. Greenfield & Co. 

Mr. Wilfred P. Cohen, secretary, Joseph H. Cohen & Sons, Ine. 

Mr. Alexander Conn, attorney for Joseph H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. David Drechsler, attorney for Joseph H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. Charles Weinstein, manager, Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America 

Mr. H. Harvey LaBrum, general counsel, Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce 

Mr. Leo Ullman, Joseph H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. Paul V. Finegan, General Services Administration 

Mr. Joe C. Robinson, Office of the Chief of Engineers 

Mr. M. E. Kalette, Office, Under Secretary of the Army 

Gen. W. L. Barriger, G-4 

Mr. I. M. Cohen, Joseph H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. Irving W. Coleman, attorney for J. H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. J. H. Cohen, president, J. H. Cohen & Sons, Inc. 

Lt. Col. J. L. Greene, OUSA 

Col. C. Rodney Smith, executive, OUSA 


. 
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3. Wrre From Drrecror, PHILADELPHIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


PHILADELPHIA, PA. 
Franx Pace, Jr., 
Secretary of the Army, Pentagon Building: 

The Chamber of Commerce of Philadelphia representing 4,200 firms in indi- 
viduals urge your personal interest in maintaining Cohen & Sons Co. at present 
location, Ford Building, Broad and Lehigh. To disrupt this enterprise would 
destroy a great Philadelphia industry, cost the Government unnecessary funds, 
and hamper important war clothing production. We would like to suggest other 
properties for Signal Corps use and aid in solving this problem. 

C. V. CONOLBE, 
Evecutive Director, Chamber of Commerce of Philadelphia. 


1. Wrre From Tueopore Roosevetr III, SecreTary or Com MERCE, COMMON WEALTH 
oF PENNSYLVANIA 
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 
FranK Pace, Jr., 
Secretary of the Army, Pentagon Building: 

Strongly urge favorable consideration of Penn Athletic Club Buildings site 
for Signal Corps office in Philadelphia. This building considered structurally 
finest its type of east coast. 

THeEovorE Rooseve tr ITT, 
Secretary of Commerce, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 


INCREASE IN HPSTIMATE OF Cost or REHABILITATION 


As indicated in the Under Secretary’s statement, initially the Bureau of the 
Budget would only allow apportionment of $3,000,000 for the purchase and 
renovation of the building. This was to be used: $1,250,000 for deposit with 
the court, against the purchase of the building; $250,000 to be reserved against 
the possibility that the court’s decision would be in a larger amount than that 
on deposit; and $1,500,000 for renovation. As time passed, it became apparent 
that this was not going to be sufficient. On April 16, 1951, the Chief of Engi- 
neers advised G—4 that their current estimate for the construction work in- 
volved was $2,574,500. On that date, a meeting was held with Mr. Ellsworth 
(Bureau of the Budget) and Lieutenant Colonel Morris (Office, Secretary of 
Defense), at which an agreement was reached that the Burean of the Budget 
would approve $2,500,000 as the total cost of rehabilitation, with the following 
schedule : 
Purchase price : ' : $1, 250, 000 
Rehabilitation — » 500, 000 

Subtotal $ 3, 750, 000 
Reserved in Treasury 250, 000 


Total 1, 000, OOO 


By the end of May 1951, it had become apparent to the Chief of Engineers that 
the total cost of rehabilitation should be increased in the amount of $1,380,000; 
and on June 1, 1951, such a request was made on G—4. G—4 asked for further 
data as to this increased cost and was supplied with the following: 


STATEMENT ON INCREASED COSI 


“Estimate in the amount of $2.5 million for rehabilitation of the Penn AC 
Building was presented before OSD and the BOB on April 16, 1951, in support 
of request to increase the construction funds from $1.5 million to $2 million. 
At that time plans and specifications were but 40 percent complete. Plans and 
specifications are now 86 percent complete, and based upon an itemized takeoff of 
the work, it is estimated that the construction will cost $3,880 million. Increase, 
which is itemized in greater detail on the attachment, may be attributed to 
ack of plans, specifications and full knowledge of mechanical, structural, and 
architectural deficiences within the building. Principal increase in cost is 
attributable to plumbing, electrical, heating, and ventilation work. There is 
also an increase in cost of plastering. Increased cost of plumbing, ventilating, 
and electrical work is due in large part to the generally unanticipated deteriorat- 
ed condition of these installations which required considerable replacement. 
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The large amount of mechanical work has required demolition of plaster an 
subsequent required patching. 

“In event total funds for construction are limited to $2.5 million, it is estimate 
that the fourteenth floor through the seventh floor will be completed. Remainin 
floors will be in various states of completion which will not permit usefu 
occupancy for office space.” 


List of increases, Penn A. C. 

Increased cost 
Concrete and cement work iliskecoke / $30, 000 
Millwork and carpentry 125, 000 
Fifteenth floor 65, 000 
Plumbing, heating, and ventilating 406, O00 
New sewage pump’ 6, S40) 
Flash tank coolers, condensate pump and controls ' 11, 400 
Incinerator ° ‘ = 1, SOO 
Electrical work including substation 180, 000) 
Cafeteria ‘ ore 98, 640 
Plastering dices . . 201, 000 
Painting oe 33, 000 
New building foundations * i ds 30, O00 
New store fronts *__- : 26, O00 
Floor covering — -_ 5 £9, 350 
Water coolers and light bulbs‘ 19, S20 
Increase in design costs 36, 000 
Increase in fixed fee : : 12, 000 
Increase in indirect costs " nO, 150 


Total . cskadin es , : 1, 380, 000 


Items not included in previous estimates 
PROBLEM OF MEETING INCREASED COST 


Posed with this problem, a conference was conducted in the Office of the Under 
Secretary of the Army on June 12, 1951. Mr. Alexander concurred in the 
recommendation to secure additional authorization and appropriations throug! 
1952 legislation. 

In accordance with the decision reached at this conference, the comptroller 
of the Army wrote a memorandum to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (comp 
troller), requesting that immediate arrangements be made for the Bureau of 
the Budget to raise the item of $4,000,000, for the acquisition and renovation of 
the Penn Athletic Club now in fiscal year 1952 public works bill, to 45,880,000 
and secure approval for the inclusion of this amount in the fiscal year 1952 ap- 
propriation. This letter is quoted below : 

“JUNE 14, 1951 
“COMPT-—B 400.12 (June 14, 1951) 
“Memorandum for: The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller ) 
“Subject: Signal Corps procurement and stock control office in Philadelphia. 


“1. With the advent of the war in Korea and the expansion of the Army 
hecame immediately apparent that the Signal Corps procurement and _ stoc! 
control office in Philadelphia would require new space. This was necessary not 
only because of the rapid expansion of the activities of that office, but also be- 
cause the Quartermaster Depot, which housed the office, needed the space tor 
own expansion. Because of the centralization of the industry and also becaus: 
of the highly trained personnel already employed, it was necessary that these 
Signal Corps activities remain in Philadelphia. Over a considerable period of 
time attempts were made with GSA and private rental agencies to secure sui 
able rental space. As a result of these efforts, it was concluded that the acquisi 
tion and remodeling of the Penn Athletic Club building was the only practical 
solution. 

‘2. Since the acquisition and rehabilitation of this building had not been dis 
cussed in hearings on any public works bill, the permission of the Bureau of the 
Budget and the armed services and the appropriations committees was secured 
to perform the work under the general authorization of Public Law 910, Eighty 
first Congress. At that time a complete estimate had not been prepared, nor was 
it possible to do so until the wiring and piping were exposed and an actual layout 
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to meet the Signal Corps requirements made. However, two reputable con 
tractors and an architect had examined the building and prepared partial plans 
for its conversion to an office for another purpose. Based on these studies it 
was estimated that the cost of the building would be approximately $14 million 
and its rehabilitation would require somewhat over $2 million. A total of 34 
million was therefore approved for this project. 

“3. Due to the urgency of securing a permanent location for the Signal Corps 
office with the least disruption, a deposit was made with the court for acquisition 
of the Penn A. C. Building and work was started as soon as desigus were ready 
on the upper portions of the building. At the same time, appraisers were hired 
to furnish the Government with an appraisal of the fair value of the building. As 
the work progressed and detailed plans were made, it became apparent that more 
work would be required than had been originally contemplated, such as the pro 
vision of additional space by adding a fifteenth Hoor, more elevators, a cafeteria, 
and a new substation because of the heavy electrical load of the Signal Corps 
equipment; also the deterioration in the plumbing, heating, and wiring was 
greater than expected. A new estimate has now been prepared and separately 
estimated by a consultant to show the total cost of the rehabilitation under the 
concept. This estimate establishes $3,380,000 as the total cost of the rehabilita 
tion work. 

4. The owner has furnished the court two appraisals of the value of the building 
for office purposes, one in the amount of $3,225,000 and the other in the amount 
of $3,250,000, It is understood that the Department of Justice will offer an 
appraisal of $1,500,000 on behalf of the Government. This large variation indi 
cates that a jury trial will probably be required. While the amount of the 
award cannot be predicted, it is believed that additional authorization should be 
secured now and for budgetary purposes $2,000,000 should be requested. The 
ultimate award could be greater or less than this amount. The comparative costs 
between those discussed with Congress and those now estimated are: 


Old costs New costs 


Acquisition of building ~- 1, 500, 000 $2, 000, 000 
Rehabilitation 2. 060, 000 3, 380, 000 
Contingencies 50), O00 500, 000 


Total — 4, 000, 000 5, 880, 000 


5. If additional authorization and funds are not received, only about half 
(eight floors) of the building will be usable. Efforts have been made over the 
last several weeks, and are continuing, to increase the amount of usable space 
which can be provided from the funds on hand. This has included reexamina 
tion of the project to insure that the rehabilitation is carried on in the most 
economical manner, that minimum standards are not exceeded and that only 
those necessities essential to efficient operation are provided Only through 
additional funds can a satisfactory facility be provided. On the other hand, 
if authority is granted and funds made available, the Army will have an excel 
lent facility at a total cost of less than $11.22 per square foot including the 
cost of acquisition. We will have made an acquisition to the advantage of 
the service and the Government as well as having provided for the present 
and long-range needs of the Signal Corps. 

6. It is requested that immediate arrangements be made with the Bureau of 
the Budget to raise the item of $4,000,000 for acquisition of the Penn Athletic 
Club now in the fiscal year 1952 Public Works Authorization bill to 85,880,000 
and to secure approval for inclusion of this amount in the fiscal year 1952 
appropriation. 

For the Comptroller of the Army: 

G. H. Decker, 
Wajor General, GSC, Chief. Budget Division. 


However when this action was proposed to the Bureau of the Budget, the 
Bureau of the Budget recommended that the Army use EBSA money for rehabili- 
tation work which was not foreseen in the original construction estimates. 

Accordingly, and in order to keep the appropriate committees of Congress 
informed of the action being taken, an identical letter was sent July 24, 1951, 
by the Under Secretary of the Army to the chairmen of the Armed Services 





172 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


Committee of the Senate, the Appropriations Committee of the Senate, the Arme | 
Services Committee of the House, and the Appropriations Committee of the 
House. The text of this letter to the chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee is quoted below : 

“Earlier this year we informed you that, in order to supply suitable space 
for the rapidly expanding Signal Corps Procurement Agency and Stock Contr: 
Office in Philadelphia, the Army, under the authority of Public Law 910, Eighty 
first Congress, and with funds appropriated by Public Law 911, Eighty-first Con- 
gress, had decided to acquire und remodel the Penn Athletic Club Building, 
located in downtown Philadelphia. At that time we stated that the estimate:| 
cost of acquiring and converting this building to meet the needs of the Signa! 
Corps would be not in excess of $4,000,000. 

It was for this reason that the military public works authorization bill, which 
has recently been introduced in the Congress as H. R. 4524 and 8. 1708, includes 
the following item for the Department of the Army in title I under the heading 
“Signal Corps A: 

“Philadelphia Signal Corps Procurement and Distribution Agency: Acquisition 
and conversion of Pennsylvania Athletic Club, $4,000,000.” 

We also pointed out that it was not possible at that time to make a complete 
estimate of the rehabilitation costs of the Penn Athletic Club Building, since suc! 
2 complete estimate could only be made after the wiring and piping had be« 
exposed and the actual lay-out to meet signal requirements made. As the wor! 
has progressed and detailed plans were made, it has become apparent that mor: 
rehabilitation work must be done than had been originally contemplated unde 
the Army’s preliminary estimate. This additional rehabilitation includes the 
addition of a fifteenth floor, in order to secure more space, additional elevators 
a cafeteria, and a new substation, required because of the heavy electrical loa: 
As the work progressed, it was found that the plumbing, heating equipment, ani 
wiring in the building had deteriorated to a greater extent than has been ex 
pected. A new estimate of the cost of rehabilitation has now been prepared hy 
the Corps of Engineers and separately concurred in by an expert consultant. It 
concludes that the additional costs involved for the minimum of rehabilitatio: 
and other work may exceed the original estimate of acquisition and rehabilitatio 
by $1,380,000, thus bringing the total estimated cost to $5,380,000 rather than 
the $4,000,000 previously programed. Without the expenditure of this addi 
tional money, only about one-half of the building (eight floors) will be com 
pletely usable. 

The Signal Corps Procurement Agency is presently occupying seven of the 
eight floors of this building, in adequate and satisfactory facilities. To permit 
the required expansion of Quartermaster activities it is necessary to move the 
Signal Stock Control Unit from the Quartermaster depot as soon as additional 
space can be made available in the Penn Athletic Club Building. To locate the 
Stock Control Unit in space other than in the Penn Athletic Club Building would 
cost the Government approximately $1,000,000 annually for leasing and rehabi 
tation. Failure to continue the rehabilitation of this building would result 
demobilization of the contractor's forces and equipment with consequent 
creased costs to the Government when new contracts are let and forces and 
equipment reassembled. 

In view of the foregoing, the Department of the Army, after consulting th: 
Bureau of the Budget, has decided to continue the rehabilitation of the Pe: 
Athletic Club Building and to pay for the rehabilitation in excess of the origi! 
estimate out of repair and utility funds which, by law, are available for this 
purpose. 

The Penn Athletic Club project is under continuous scrutiny, in order to 
assure that the rehabilitation is being carried on in the most economical manne 
that minimum standards are not exceeded, that no money is expended for ov: 
time, and that only those necessities required for efficient operation are provided 

This detailed information is being furnished you in accordance with ft! 
Army’s practice of keeping the interested congressional committees fully advised 
of developments of this type. I am also furnishing this information to the 
chairmen of the House Armed Services Committee, the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, and the House Appropriations Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARCHIBALD S. ALEXANDER, 
Under Secretary of the Army 
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PRESENT STATUS 
REHABILITATION 


Present working estimate exclusive of the cost of acquisition is $3,875,000. 

The physical status of the work as of October 1, 1951, is as follows: Floor area 
to be developed, gross, 477,588 square feet; floor area to be developed, net, 325,- 
335 square feet; floor area released to the Signal Corps, gross, 169,776 square 
feet; floor area released to the Signal Corps, net, 114,237 square feet. The en- 
tire job is estimated to be 58 percent completed. 

The schedule as of October 1, 1951, for the remaining work is: 

Floors are scheduled for turn-over as follows: Fifteenth floor, October 12; 
fifth floor, November 1; fourth floor, December 21; third floor mezzanine, Decem- 
ber 21; third floor, December 28;* second floor, January 5, 1952; first floor mez- 
zanine, January 5; first floor, February 1; basement, January 30; subbasement, 
January 30. 

The anticipated delivery and installation of the cafeteria equipment is esti- 
mated to require 6 months from October 1, 1951, and is scheduled for comple- 
tion on April 1, 1952. 

It is estimated that the delivery and installation of the substation equipment 
will require 6 months from October 1, 1951, and is scheduled for completion on 
June 1, 1952. The full and effective use of floors from the fifth down will not be 
possible until this equipment is installed, since the present substation will not 
carry the electrical load of the stock control equipment which is scheduled 
ultimately to utilize this space. 

ACQUISITION 


Title to the building is vested in the United States by declaration of taking. 
The case is now before commissioners appointed by the court to determine the 
value. Two witnesses have appeared for the owner; one, giving the value as 
$3,300,000, the other a value of $3,500,000. One witness has appeared for the 
Government, giving a value of $1,450,000; one other witness will be heard prior 
to deliberation by the commissioners with a view toward reaching an amicable 
agreement. The decision of the commissioners may be appealed by either party, 
in which case a jury trial will result. 

There is no change in the status of funds deposited with the court. 


(Summary of actions leading to acquisition of Penn Athletic Club 
appears at conclusion of testimony of Monday, October 15.) 


REQUEST FOR ACQUISITION OF PENN ATHLETIC CLUB 


Mr. Benversen. May I, for the record, at this point, sir, in con- 
nection with what we are discussing, our request for the stand-by 
emergency fund, make the point that that kind of money is not in- 
tended for that purpose. This was a reprograming request which 
was asked for before the committees, although I did not handle it, so 
I am advised. 

Senator Fercuson. But here you are asking, on page 3191, volume 
3, “$1,250,000 for acquisition of Penn Athletic Club,” and you are 
asking for a deficiency of $4,000,000. 

Mr. Benpetsen. That is right, sir. That is because the estimates 
were low, and they ran into a great deal of trouble in the building. 

Senator Frerauson. That is just what we tried to tell them here in 
the committee, and that is why the Senator from Michigan wanted all 
of the facts, and I am sure that the committee is going to receive some 
information out of this file which indicates why this money has been 
wasted, better than $1,000,000 wasted in this particular project. 

Senator KNow.anp. Might I ask, as a matter of information to 
me, because I am not fully conversant with it, was this Athletic Build- 
ing an authorized building, and had it been appropriated for ? 

Senator Frrauson. No, it was not authorized. 

Senator KNow.anp. And it was not justified before the committee ? 


1 With the exception of the cafeteria since the equipment for the cafeteria will not be 
available on that date. 
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TRANSFER OF FUNDS 


Senator Frrauson. They came over to get consent to transfer som 
money, and that was many months ago, 

Senator Extenper. But after the transaction had been almost 
completed. 

Senator Frrevuson. That is just the point, and they went ahead 
and completed it, and they were tearing out the building and going 
ahead with it. 

Senator KNowLanp. But on whose authority did they go ahead to 
construct the building, which had not been authorized by the Con 
gress or had not been appropriated for by the Congress ¢ 

Senator Frerovson. They simply went ahead and transferred some 
funds, and then came to this committee to get consent to do it. 

Senator KNowLANp. You mean after the fact ¢ 

Senator Ferevson. Yes, and that is why I want to know what has 
been done, and now I find that in this particular bill they want to 
take money from this particular appropriation to pay for it, and 
there was a transfer of funds at that time from some other fund, 
and now you want a deficiency of $4,000,000, 

Mr. Benpersexn. We will provide the committee with the facts, 
but may I say generally what my understanding ts / 

No. 1, after the emergency program of last summer got under way, 
it appeared to be essential to provide the Signal Corps 

Senator Haypen. Would you wait a moment, please / 

Mr. Benpersen. As I understand the facts, it was to provide the 
Signal Corps, whose headquarters for procurement are at Phila 
delphia, with a facility for the expanded operations involved in the 
Signal Corps procurement. 

(nd T understand the next step, although T did not handle this—I 
believe it was handled with the committee by Secretary Alexander, 
he went to the Armed Services Committees of the two Houses, and 
put the problem before them, pointing out that there was no authoriza 
tion, as to whether or not they would consent to a reprograming of 
authorization for this purpose. And I understand, at that time there 
were estimates made, which later proved to be insufficient to complete 
the job. 

Senator Coxrpon. Who made the estimates ? 

Mr. Benpersen. The estimates were made by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, 

General Notp. That is right. 

Senator Frreuson. How much were they off? 

Mr. Benpersen. By the amount you cite. 

Senator Ferauson. Was that off by $4,000,000? How can I tell how 
much they were off ¢ 


rRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR PENN ATHLETIC CLUB ACQUISITION 


Mr. Fosver. What Mr. Alexander asked for permission to do was 
to divert $4,000,000 from the Tobyhanna Signal Depot, which is a 
time-consuming job, and the money could be diverted last summer 
to Philadelphia, with the understanding that in this program we 
would seek the restitution of the $4,000,000 to apply back to Toby- 
hanna, its original purpose, 
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Senator Ferevson. That was put up in that way to this committee / 

Mr. Fosrer. I am not sure whether it was or was not. 

Senator Frreuson. It was not, because I was here, and we went over 
the files, and this is the case where the Army, right in their own files, 
said, “Don’t tell the House the facts, and don't tell them the facts 
because if you can keep it from them, we can take this money out of 
other funds.” 

And when you were talking about those other funds, I run across 
this, and now you are back here wanting it in a deficiency, when in 
your own statement you said, “Don’t tell certain members of the 
House committee about it; that you can’t do this job for this amount 
of money.” 

Mr. Fosrer. Of course, I do not know who made that statement. 

Senator Freravson. I will get the record, and we will have it here. 

Mr. Fosrer. The truth of the matter is that $16,508,000 was author 
ized and appropriated for Tobyhanna Signal Depot in Pennsylvania, 
and we found that we could take $4,000,000 of that, leaving $12,308,000 
available for Tobyhanna, and apply the $4,000,000 to the Penn A. C. in 
Philadelphia. 

Senator Ferguson. How much was that ¢ 

Mr. Fosrer. 34,000,000 to the Penn A. C.in Philadelphia. And the 
item before you is merely a replacement of the $4,000,000 which was 
“borrowed,” I suppose would be the most applicable term, from 
Tobyhanna. 

If this committee and the Congress will give us this $4,000,000, it 
will go back to Tobyhanna, the original source. 

Senator Ferauson. Yes, but in that way you get the Penn Athletic 
with any showing as to the actual amounts you were going to complete 
it within, a certain amount of money, and you have not completed it, 
apparently, from this, within that figure. And now you come back 
and ask just merely for the transfer back. 

I want to know your justification on this, and has it been completed ¢ 

Mr. Fosrer. Penn A. C.? No, sir; it has not. 

Senator Ferauson. How long ago was that—it was to be completed 
last June; was it not? 

General Lawron. The plan was it should have been completed last 
summer, but it has not been completed that fast, and it is like—— 

Senator Frrevson. Is it completed now ? 

General Lawron. No. 

Senator Frrevson. One of the reasons for the taking of this build- 
ing was the fact that you could have bought what was known as the 
Ford Building up there and moved in immediately, and you said that 
you could get this one completed in so many months, as shown by the 
record. 

General Lawron. What we have done was to move in one of our 
agencies, the procurement agency, and it has been in there for many 
months, and we moved them in the top 9 floors. There are 14 floors 
and they are in the top », and the bottom 5 is for the other agency, the 
stock control, and that is being worked on, and it is not completed. 
So that group is still in the Quartermaster Depot. 

But for many months, we have had the procurement agency in this 
building, as a result of this work. 


90549—51 
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Senator Ferevson. How much has this cost, up to date, more than 
your estimates last year ? 

General Lawron. I do not have those figures. 

Senator Fercuson. You are going to furnish those ? 

General Lawron. The Corps of Engineers will furnish them. 

Senator Fereuson. Put it in in this place in the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


COST TO REHABILITATE AND RENOVATE PENN ATHLETIC CLUB BUILDING 
Ocroser 16, 1951. 


The enabling authority for the Army’s acquisition of the Penn Athletic Clu! 
Building is found in Public Law 910, Eighty-first Congress, which authorized 
Signal Corps construction within continental United States in the amount of 
$44,814,500, as supplemented by Public Law 708, Seventy-sixth Congress. At 
the time the decision to acquire the Penn Athletic Club Building was made, it 
was estimated that the total cost of acquisition and renovation for this building 
would not exceed $4,000,000. Accordingly, $4,000,000 of he funds appropriated 
for military construction, Army, by Public Law 911, Bighty-first Congress, was 
set aside for this purpose. This $4,000,000 has been allocated as follows: 


Deposited in condemnation proceedings -__. $1, 250, 000 
Being withheld by BOB to meet any increase in purchase price___—_ 250, 000) 
For additions, alterations, and improvements 2, 500, 000 


However, since this project had not been specifically programed in eithe: 
the authorization contained in Public Law 910, Eighty-first Congress, or in the 
funds appropriated by Public Law 911, Eighty-first Congress, $4,000,000 w 
included as a deficiency item in both the Army’s fiscal year 1952 military publi 
works authorization request (now Public Law 155, 82d Cong.), and in the Army's 
recent fiscal year 1952 construction appropriation request of slightly in excess 
of $1,200,000,000, The $4,000,000 reflected in this fiscal year 1952 appropriatior 
request will, in effect, be used to replace the $4,000,000 which was taken from our 
fiscal year 1951 appropriation and used for the Penn Athletic Club Building. 

It is now estimated that the additional costs involved for the minimum of 
rehabilitation required my exceed the original estimate by $1,380,000, thus 
bringing the total estimated cost to $5,380,000 rather than the $4,000,000 orig 
nally contemplated. To the extent that the rehabilitation costs of completing 
this building exceed the original estimate, they are being met out of repair 
and utility funds made available to the Corps of Engineers in the Army's fisca! 
year 1952 regular appropriation. This action was taken upon the recommenda- 
tion of the Bureau of the Budget and was brought to the attention of the Senate 
and House Appropriations and Armed Services Committees through letters to 
their respective chairmen, dated July 24, 1951. 

As of October 1, the funds obligated by the Army in connection with the re 
habilitation and renovation of the Penn Athletic Club Building totaled 
$2,415,998. 

With respect to the status of the condemnation proceedings, the Army has 
as stated, deposited into court $14 million as the estimated market value of 
the building. Hearings were held before the commissioners appointed by the 
court in this matter in June and July of this year during which, among other 
things, two appraisers for the owner testified the value of the building amounted 
to $3,300,000 and $3,500,000, respectively, while an expert appraiser for the 
Government testified that it did not exceed $1,480,000. No award has as yet 


been made and the exact cost of acquisition cannot be determined until an award 


is made. 
CONSTRUCTION OF BARRACKS, FORT BELVOIR, VA. 


Senator E.tenper. I would like to revert to the barracks for the 
Wacs. Now, as I understand it, the total number of Wacs that you 
anticipate at Belvoir will be 224; am I right? That is the ultimate 
number ¢ 

Mr. Benvertsen. In future years; yes, sir. 

Senator EtLtenper, And you now have at Fort Belvoir, 200; that 
you have space for 200? 
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General Bowman. We have at the present time about 120, and I 
do not have the official figures. 

Senator ELLenper. You do have space for 200 Wacs? 

General Bowman. With the new barracks; yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. This states that you have, as the existing num- 
ber of spaces, 200. 

General Bowman. I misunderstood you. We do have temporary 
buildings which have been converted for the use of the Wacs at. the 
present time. 

Senator ELLteNnper. Those temporary buildings are now being used 
by the Wacs, are they not? 

General Bowman. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenver. Are they in good condition ¢ 

General Bowman. They are in fair condition; yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. They could be used for a few years longer, could 
they not ? 

General Bowman. Yes; they could. If I could make this state- 
ment—— 

Senator ELiteNver. So that the necessity for building permanent 
buildings at this time is not a “must”? 

General Bowman. If I may clarify the situation in this way, sir. 
We were instructed, in making our program for the permanent con- 
struction, that our permanent construction should not exceed the 
mobilization figure for the post. This 200 WAC’s barracks, if that 
were granted, we would use these barracks for other purposes, housing 
other troops. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Senator ELLENpER. So that was the statement made by the Assistant 
Secretary this morning. 

Now, I turn to page 3229, where you are asking for $10,800,000 to 
build barracks to house 4,500 persons. 

General Bowman. That is correct. 

Senator Ettenper. You have at the present time, existing on the 
field, space for 19,490? 

General Bowman. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLtenper. And of that amount, the permanent number is 
1,034 ¢ 

General Bowman. The permanent number, sir—what is that again? 


PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 


Senator E.ttenper. That is spaces, according to your justification. 
That is on page 3229. Here you state that the ultimate requirement 
would be 6,297 spaces, and you now have existing space for 19,490 
persons, I imagine. 

General Bowman. Yes, sir; that is troops. 

Senator Ettenper. Of that number, 1,034 are permanent. 

General Bowman. Presently, yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Evtenper. And the temporary, 18,248? 

General Bowman. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtenper. Now, what are you going to do with those spaces 
that are now in use, after you build the permanent spaces? 
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General Bowman. We were using the same criteria, sir, that wi 
had for mobilization, and that is that the permanent amount of 
barracks space which we were requesting as permanent constructio: 
shall not exceed our peacetime complement at the post, but that w« 
should be allowed to put in permanent construction which, togethe: 
with our temporary presently built structures, would not exceed ou 
mobilization figures. 

Senator E.Lenver. I understand that the largest number that yor 
housed there last year, or during the last war, was 21,000 plus; am 
I right about that ? 

General Bowman. I cannot speak definitely on that. 

Senator Ex.ienper. That is the information I got this morning. 
And you now have 13,000 plus, on the field ? 

General Bowman. Yes, sir. 


TEMPORARY BUILDINGS 


Senator ELtenper. So that you have a surplus of space of over 
6,000 at the moment, of temporary buildings ¢ 

General Bowman. Our mobilization figure, if I recall it correctly. 
goes up to around in the neighborhood of 26,000 or 30,000. 

Senator Exttenper. This is book 4, I think. Well, now, General. 
could not that facility wait for a while? 

General Bowman, We are faced with this situation: If these bar 
racks are not granted, we will be required to request temporary con 
struction in the event of a complete mobilization. 

Senator ELtenper. That may be true, but nobody knows at the 
moment whether or not you would be in full mobilization next yea 
or the year after. 

General Bowman. No, sir; but we are faced now with a situation 
of a great deal of maintenance on temporary barracks, and we would 
like to put in permanent barracks which would not require the ex 
tensive yearly maintenance, and knowing that they would not exceed 
our peacetime requirements. 

Senator ELtenper. Are you not using, in a measure, this emergency 
in order to acquire permanent bases ? 

General Bowman, It might be stated in that way: yes, sir; but 
we do feel that there is a waste in temporary construction if there | 
time available to put in permanent construction. 

Mr. Benvetsen. I would like to speak to that, if I may. 

Senator Evienper. After we get through with the general, if you 
will wait a moment. 

Now, as I understand, the total requirement in peacetime, or perma 
nent space, is 6,297? 

General Bowman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Etienper. That is according to the justification. 

General Bowman. Yes, sir. 

Senator E_tenper. So that in the event there would not be full 
mobilization, we would go on with the building of these permanent 
structures, and all of the temporaries would become useless? 

General Bowman. Yes, sir. They are becoming useless now, from 
year to year. 

Senator ELtenper. Now, because of the shortage of material, and 
the steel, and everything else, why could not a thing like this be 
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deferred, the same as I contend that the barracks for the WAC’s could 
be deferred ? 

General Bowman. Anything can be deferred, but we feel that it is 
more economical to put in the permanent barracks up to the extent 
of our peacetime complement. 

Senator E.tenper. I grant that, but why not wait until later, when 
we may not be so hard-pressed for materials and so on, to build your 
permanent barracks ¢ 

General Bowman. We were afraid we would be harder pressed a 
little bit later. 

Senator Evtenper. Well, you have stated a while ago, and in my 
opinion, and I have stated this morning and I state it again, that 
the Army and the Navy and the Air Force are using this emergency 
to build a lot of permanent structures that they may not be able to get 
during peacetime, and you are using the emergency just for that 
purpose. 

General Bowman. Sir, we would be required to have these build- 
ings. ‘Temporary buildings are becoming more and more expensive 
to maintain right now, and we have a situation of the hospital, which 
is falling to pieces, and we would require later more temporary bar- 
racks, and then more maintenance to maintain those. 

Senator E.tenper. That is only in the event of a total mobilization, 
and something that you do not know at the present. 

General Bowman. No, sir: we have not the permanent barracks, 
we do not have those at the post to house our peacetime complement. 

Senator EL.tenper. I understand that, but as I state, unless there is 
total mobilization, what you now have is ample for the time being. 

General Bowman. Yes, sir. It is becoming very difficult to main- 
tain it, and expensive to maintain it. 

Senator ELLenper. | understand that, but yet, because of the scar 
city of materials and the goods, and so forth, that we are now faced 
with, I believe that a thing like this could be post poned. 

Now, did you want to amplify that? The Secretary may want to 
amplify that. 

Mr. Benpersen. Our situation is this, Senator: In the over-all 
picture, 1, too, had the same questions In mind when I looked at the 
program, as vou have had in mind. 


TOTAL ARMY HOUSING REQUIREMENTS 


In all of the years, prior to the present time, we only constructed 
space of a permanent nature of 69,000. Altogether, today, our housing 
in the Army will accommodate 1,210,000 assuming every space is occu- 
pied all the time. Now, it is a very distressing fact, although it is a 
fact, I am satisfied, that in time of limited or all-out mobilization, we 
cannot get better than an 80 percent usage factor out of our capacity. 
The reasons for that are these 

As you build up strength first, you open a station and you put a 
cadre in, and there is a time period until the station is full: for the 
lead-time in days while it is building up, a part of the space is not used. 

Reason No. 2 is that when you move a unit, which you do in a time 
like this, as we did move units over to Korea or as you would in time 
of all-out war, the whole unit moves out, and the station begins to 
build up again from your intake. Part of that space is not used during 
the build-up period. It is like a hotel that is partly empty. Finally, 
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in fitting in all of our various units to the facilities we have, we have 
got to use facilities for multiple purposes, and therefore you hav: 
square pegs in round holes for a temporary period of time. 

Now, we restrict the square footage space in times such as this, or all- 
out mobilization, to 60 square feet per man. And the capacity 1 have 
given you, the 80 percent usage factor, is based on that limited space. 

Now, therefore, with the 1,210,000 spaces, based on 60 feet per man, 
we have a capacity for 970,000 total in the United States. 

We are proposing in this program to construct permanent facilities 
for 105,000 men. Adding the 105,000 to the 970,000—excuse me, that 
is 83,000, I beg your pardon, and I would like to correct the record. It 
is 83,000. Adding that to the 970,000, we get to a total capacity of 
1,050,000, roughly. 

Senator Extenper. I was in hopes you would confine yourself to 
Fort Belvoir, and I am interested in what you are saying now, but the 
point that I am trying to make is in respect to Fort Belvoir, where 
you now have facilities to house, according to your own justification, 
19,490 spaces; and now, why can you not wait for a more propitious 
time when the scarcity problem will not be so acute, and where you 
might be able to build this cheaper than to jump in now and do it, when 
we are so hard up for steel, for copper, for aluminum, and for othe 
materials that will no doubt go into this proposed building program ; 
and what you are doing here with respect to Fort Belvoir, as I under- 
stand it, is to provide for 90 percent of your requirements in perma- 
nent space. 

Mr. Benvetsen. Oh, no, sir. 

Senator Erienper. That is what it says here. It says “the percent 
of total requirement in permanent-type construction, 90 percent.” 
What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Benpetsen. That is of the permanent future complement. 

Senator Exrrenper. That is what I am talking about, and you ar 
coming in here during this emergency, and you are asking us to pro 
vide the funds to erect 4,500 spaces, and you already have 1,034; and 
with those 2, that is, the 4,500 and the 1,034, it will give you 9% 
percent of your peacetime requirement in permanent space. 

Now, you are coming here to do that in an emergency period, and 
when I say I believe this could be postponed—— 

Mr. Benpersen. It will mean the alternative would be, sir, that 
we would be forced again to build on a temporary basis. 

Senator E.itenper. Well, that may be, but what you would have t 
build—during the last war you had only 21,000, as you have indicated. 
and you now have space for almost 20,000, so that the number of 
permanent spaces you would have to build is small. 

Mr. Benvetsen. At that particular station, it seems to be the case 


CONSTRUCTION COSTS PER UNIT 


Senator E..tenper. It speaks for itself. Now, I notice here that 
the construction cost per unit for men is $2,400, and for the WACS i: 
$3,120. Why the difference? 

Mr. Benpersen. The reason for that is that they require a little 
different kind of handling in the various facilities which are asso 
ciated with living space that must be provided for women that you are 
not required to have for men. 
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Senator Ettenper. All of the women are in the same building, are 
they not, the same as the men are in their own building ¢ 

Mr. Benpetsen. That is correct, sir; but they still require addi- 
tional facilities. 

Senator ELtenper. That are not required for men ? 

Mr. Benvetsen. That are not required for men; yes, sir. 


SUPPLY AND ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, FORT BELVOIR, VA. 


Senator E.tenper. I notice also that you have a request here for 
$70,000 to erect a supply and administrative building, and you already 
have, as I understand, buildings for that purpose. Now, why do you 
come here and make that a “must” to this committee ¢ 

Mr. Benvetsen. Well, because of the expanded program, we would 
have to build something there which would be of a temporary nature, 
and this is a permanent need. 

Senator Etienper. You do not state that in here, and according to 
this justification, appearing on page 3260, as I understand it, the space 
that you now have is about of the same size as you contemplate build- 
ing, and your only reason for the building is to have both facilities 
together, the storage and the headquarters. 

Mr. Benversen. We would use the facility, and we would be re- 
quired to build something permanent in lieu of it, in this case. 

Senator Ettenver. What will you do with a facility that is now be- 
ing used there for this? 

Mr. Benvetsen. Continue to use it, which would be necessary. 

Senator Evitenpver. For what ¢ 

Mr. Benversen. For other purposes. 

Senator Ex.tenper. For other purposes? 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. The same as you would use the WACS and also 
in case of the barracks for enlisted men ? 

Mr. Benpetsen. That would be for an existent purpose. 


SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR MOBILIZATION PROGRAM 


Senator Evtenper. What would you use all of these extra ones 
for, General? Suppose we gave you money to build the 4,500 spaces? 

General Bowman. For the 4,500 spaces ¢ 

Senator ELtenper. Whiat would you do with all of the facilities 
you now have? 

General Bowman. Those would be required for the mobilization 
purposes. 

Senator Extenper. Do you anticipate a greater amount than you 
had during World War I1? 

General Bowman. Yes, sir; the 4,500 was based on our existing 
facilities, and the justification for the 4,500 was the 4,500 plus all 
of our existing facilities would just house our mobilization. 

Senator KNowLanp. Right at that point, excuse me. On this, 
seems to me that here is a case where we are proposing to build ~e 
racks to be kept in a stand-by condition, when there is obviously more 
space at present than will be required except upon full mobilization. 
Now, I can understand about putting in your railhead facilities, and 
I can even understand putting in warehouses and airfields that have to 
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be done, but it seems to me that if we went into full mobilization, and 
if worst came to worst, for this additional station complement, you 
could put them under canvas, if you had to, and still be able to take 
care of them under emergency mobilization. And we may sit here | 
years before we have a full mobilization, and we may have it tomo 
row, and nobody knows the answer to that. 

Mr. Benversen. We could, and we would have to use canvas. 


CRITICAL MATERIALS 


Senator KNowLaNnp. I think the Senator from Louisiana has raised 
a real point, and I would like to know _ much, from the engineers, 
and I do not know how big a job this is, but how mueh, on permanent 
type barracks construction in this appropriation bill, which is before 
us, how much steel they are using, because the other day I put into 
the record the fact that throughout this country the school depart 
ments, which are running on a part-time basis, are not able to co 
struct school facilities because they cannot get the steel, and the 
National Production Authority cut down the school requests, whic! 
were 250,000 tons—that is all the schools were asking for to meet thei: 
present requirements, where the bond issues had been passed and the 
needs are great. And in my State of California, they are using 
private homes in many cases to take care of the children, and yet they 
cut down the steel allocation for the first quarter of 1952 to 91,000 tons, 
with a present demand of 250,000, 

Now, if we could postpone some of this type of permanent co: 
struction, it seems to me that we would help alleviate this very real 
need of the civiilan economy, and in no sense endanger the general 
mobilization program. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


STEEL REQUIREMENTS FOR PERMANENT BARRACKS IN CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES 


The program presented to the Senate Committee on Appropriations on Ox 
tober 13, 1951, includes provision of permanent barracks in the continent 
United States to house 83,452 enlisted men. Construction of these barracks 
will require approximately 57,310 tons of steel. 


TELEPHONE FACILITIES, FORT BELVOIR, VA. 


Senator Ex.tenper. That is exactly what I had in mind; and 
addition to this that I have just been talking about, on page 3, 
they require $564,500 for telephone facilities, and now you know 
that is going to take a lot of strategic materials to build, and to build 
these buildings that you are requesting. 

General Bowman. May IT clarify that, on the outside telephone 
facilities, our telephone facilities were put in before the last World 
War, and they are so bad now that they are entirely unreliable. 

Senator ELLtenper. Your justification states here that ouside tele 
phone facilities are to be built because of project No. 8701, whic! 
is the one I am talking about now, and if you did not have to build 
that project you would not have to use that, according to your justi 
fication. 

Mr. Benpersen. The project number refers to the whole post, and 
not to the one sheet. 
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Senator Exitenper. The project number here is 8701-17, and on 
the top of page 3271 you said, “outside telephone facilities.” and I 
assume they are in connection with 8701-17, and so on, which are 
in this justification. 

General Bowman. The additional telephone facilities are to put in 
new cable to supply or to service the entire post, and to replace the 
existing cable, which is breaking down. 

Senator ELLenper. Are we to understand, then, that the telephone 
facilities that appear on page 3271 would be necessary even though you 
did not build the facility designated as project No. 8701-17, which is 
the barracks for enlisted men ‘ 

General Bowman. That would not be required—no, sir; that is not 
correct. 

Senator Ettenper. Again, I say that that is in the justification here. 

General Bowman. That is to serve the entire post, and to replace 
existing facilities that are obsolete. 

Mr. Benpersen. The one barracks will not alone be served. 

Senator ELLenper. How much of the $564,000 would be used for 
facilities in the barracks that are under discussion ? 

Mr. Benpetsen. Does the construction of the barracks generate the 
requirement for the telephone facilities that you have described? I 
understand that that is to replace the existing cable, and would be 
necessitated whether or not you built the barracks. 

General Bowman. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELtutenper. It says, under basis of the requirement, build 
ings under the project will require telephone service, and look at your 
justification, and it says nothing there about this. Is the cable to be 
built on the outside, you say, as you stated? And TI read again: 
buildings under the above listed projects all require telephone service, and in 
individual projects only the estimated cost of telephone installations within the 
building and to a point 5 feet beyond the building line has been included. 

Now, where is it? 

General Bowman. I am not prepared to discuss it. 

Senator Ettenprer. Somebody ought to be prepared to discuss it, 
because as I read the justification, the $564,500 is to be used for tele- 
phone service in connection with the new buildings you are proposing 
to build, which includes the barracks and the Wacs building and other 
buildings. 

Chairman McKe xar. Let me ask this question: Is there not a tele- 
phone system there now in good condition ¢ 

General Bowman. No, sir; we have not. We have an appropria- 
tion, and the building is built, for the installation of a new telephone 
exchange, and this was to replace the cable throughout the post to the 
new telephone exchange, which will serve these barracks, and that is 
only a partial justification for that. 

Senator Fercuson. When were the last telephones put in / 

General Bowman. Ido not know. That exchange was put in a long 
time ago. 

Chairman McKetxar. I do not recall having any trouble telephon 
ing Fort Belvoir. ; 

General Bowman. Yes, sir; it is terrible. 

Senator ELLeNper. Will you read your justification there, and clear 
this matter up for us? 

Mr. Benpvetsen. I will. 
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Senator Evitenper. Your justification, I think, supports my co: 
tention. 

Mr. Benvetsen. The way it reads, it certainly does, and I will have 
to concede that. 

Senator ELLenper. There is no question about it. 

Mr. Benpersen. Can you enlarge upon that? 


REHABILITATION OF FORT BELVOIR TELEPHONE SYSTEM 


Colonel Wetnerr. I understand that this is for the purpose of the 
rehabilitation of the telephone system, and I did not prepare this 
book, but I have knowledge of the project at Belvoir, and I am sure 
that it is for the rehabilitation or the replacement of the faulty tel: 
phone system, and the trouble is that it is improperly presented ji 
the book. I may be wrong, but I think that that is what is the matte 

Senator ELtenper. When the justification states, Colonel, that— 


buildmes under the above-listed projects all require telephone service, and in 
the individual projects only the estimated cost of telephone installations wit! 
the building and to a point 5 feet beyond the building line has been included 
now, that to me means that this $564,500, or part of it, is to be us 
in order to supply telephone service for the buildings that you are 
proposing to build. 

Colonel Weinert. Part of it will be, of course. 

Mr. Benpersen. If you read the last sentence in the justification : 

The conduit to be installed will be of sufficient size to service the additio: 
buildings required in the area. 

Senator Etitenper. Where does it state that you are building a 
conduit ? 

Mr. Benpversen. It is not a very well written justification, and | 
regret it is not, but I went into the project at the time, and of course, 
I must say that I have not myself been able—— 

Senator Ettenper. You will admit it is pretty foggy ? 

Mr. Benversen. I think it is badly written, and 1 am familiar with 
the project, which was discussed at length during the hearings we 
held. Now, the telephone system throughout Fort Belvoir needs to 
have this replacement. It will provide for the expansion if and whe 
the expansion is provided, and those are the facts, as I have had th 
presented to me. 

Senator ELLenper. Since you are going to look into it further, | 
wonder if you would be good enough to give us a breakdown of how 
much of that amount will be used to install telephones and faciliti: 
in the new buildings that you contemplate erecting, and how mu 
would be used for this conduit you are speaking of ¢ 

Mr. Benpersen. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON PROPOSED INSTALLATION OF TELEPTIONE COND! 
AND CABLES AT Fort Betvorr, VA. 


; 


1. The estimated cost of $564,500 for “Outside telephone facilities” covers cos 
of installing conduit, manholes, and cable for the telephone distribution system 
at Fort Belvoir 

2. Of the $564,500 requested, approximately $451,500 is for excavation, 
installation of conduit, manholes, and the necessary terminal equipment for line 
connection. This basic installation will be of a size to handle all future needs 
in accordance with permanent construction plans. The approximate cost of the 
cable to support the 1952 program is $113,000. Telephone facilities to support 


the 
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any future programs as approved on the master plan will only involve cable 
cost and will not duplicate the excavation cost, with the exception of providing 
telephone facilities to the new site for family housing. 

3. The present outside telephone facilities on the post are constructed of wood 
conduit which has deteriorated and rotted in the last 20 years. 

4. It may be said, therefore, that the cable installation ($113,000) is attribut- 
able directly to the $15,368,000 worth of buildings (Projects A701-—17, 18, 39, 69, 
and 81) included in the fiscal year 1952 MCA budget. The remainder of this 
project is to serve the entire post, with a few minor exceptions. 


ACQUISITION OF PENN ATHLETIC CLUB, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


Senator Ferauson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have inserted in 
the record, where I spoke about the Ford Building and the Penn 
Athletic Club building, a statement that was made to this committee 
on page 154, and I do notsthink that this has ever been published, but 
[ will give it to the stenographer, and he can copy it, and it indicates 
that the Ford Building was to cost $1,500,000, and it apparently only 
cost $1,250,000. The repairs and renovations to be made by the Gov- 
ernment were to cost $1,500,000 to $2,000,000, and according to your 
figures that you are asking now—and it is not completed—you want 
$2,750,000 for the repairs. And so, if you will insert that, plus the 
information that was taken from the file which I gave to the ste- 
nographer. 

I want to read from one of the letters on this item, and it is dated 
February 10, 1951, paragraph 5: 

Congressman Wigglesworth and perhaps Congressman Taber are the only 
persons who are of the opinion that our procurement of the Penn Athletic Club 
will develop more space than is needed by the Signal Corps. Although I realized 
at the time what they are thinking about, I made no effort to refute it as I antici- 
pated they would vote “no” anyway and there was not need of prolonging th? 
confusion. Since we are leasing the garage and not buying it, we had no moral 
requirement to talk about the garage before the Appropriations Committee. 

This is signed by K. B. Lawton, major general, United States Army, 
Deputy Chief Signal Officer. 

And then on the next page is a letter dated February 9, 1951, and 
[ read paragraph 4: 

I think the Signal Corps should plan the use of the Penn Athletic Club Build- 
ng on such a basis that the facilities they cannot get into that building can be 
placed elsewhere in the city; or, perhaps, when the “fire burns out,” we could 
lease the garage and complete the move as they desire. This, apparently, will 
not be the ideal solution from the standpoint of the Signal Corps, but General 
Barriger feels very strongly that the acquiring of additional space for their use 
it this time would only open the whole thing up again. 

And that is signed— 


For the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-4: Eugene F. Cardwell, colonel, GSC, 
\ssistant Chief, Service Division. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Now we find that you come in today and want us to replace $4,000,- 
000 for this item, and according to this statement it was to be com- 
pleted—“Time of Signal Corps occupancy after possession, Penn 
Athletic Building, 30 days partial and 90 days total.” And this testi- 
mony was given, or rather, this was dated December 27, 1950. And we 
tind today that it is not completed yet. 

Now, is the Signal Corps occupying this building today? 
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General Lawton. Nine floors of it. 

Senator Ferevson. And the other has not been completed ¢ 

General Lawron. That is correct. 

Senator Ferauson., Do you know what it has cost, up to date ¢ 

General Lawton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferevson. How much ? 

General Lawron. When it is completed, and I do not know— 

Senator FrrGuson. Up to date? 

General Lawton. I do not know that. 

Senator Frercuson. What is the latest that you have? 

General Lawton. I haven't it, sir. 

Senator Frerevson. You do not have any figures? 

General Lawron. I have an estimate above the $4,000,000, that the 
Corps of Engineers have made, that they think it will require to com 
plete the building. 

Senator Ferevson. Is that $4,000,000 How much above the #4, 
000,000 ¢ 

General Lawron. $1.3 million. 

Senator Fereuson. That is $1,300,000 above the $4,000,000, and that 
is $750,000 more on top of that, and that is about $3,000,000; is that 
right ? 

General Lawron. I do not get that last. 

Senator Freravson. How much is your figure / 

General Lawron. $1.3 million. To be exact, $1.380 million. 

Senator Freravson. What is that ? 

General Lawron. That is the estimated increase it will take to com 
plete the building. above the $4,000,000, 

Senator Ferevson. That is $2,130,000 above what you represented 
to the committee, or someone did here, as to the top figure of the cost 
of this building. The high figure was $2,000,000 for the repair on 
the building. And you were to have occupancy within 90 days. 

General Lawton. You are correct. 

Senator Ferauson. Did you lease the garage ¢ 

General Lawton. No, sir. 

Senator Fereuson. That has never been leased / 

General Lawron. No, sir. 

Senator Freravson. Will this building accommodate the entire fa 
cility of the Signal Corps? 

General Lawton. I think it will accommodate those two agencies. 
They will have to, now, on account of the cutback on personnel. 


AUTHORIZATION TO TRANSFER FUNDS 


Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, I think it may be proper to re 
mark here that this is one of the instances in which the members of 
this committee were disturbed by the fact that the Department of 
Defense had found it necessary to use the act of July of 1940 which 
was passed before we were involved in World War No. 2 to transfer 
funds for one purpose to another purpose which was determined more 
essential. I remember I was presiding at the hearing at which this 
matter was discussed and General Lawton was one of the witnesses, 
and Mr. Shackleford also was a witness, and in due course Mr. Alexan- 
der came before the committee to testify. It appeared that there were 
two buildings in the. city of Philadelphia which could have been 
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utilized for the Signal Corps, and it was your testimony, General Law- 
ton, that it was essential that the Signal Corps have additional space 
because of the urgent work which was being undertaken. The Ford 
Building was occ upied by a clothing manufacturer, Cohen & Co., I 
think was the name, and it was under lease to that company. The 
Penn Athletic Building was not under lease to anybody, and it was 
vacant. The issue was as to which of the buildings should be used. 

As I recall the testimony it was of no special importance to the 
Signal Corps which of the two buildings would be involved or would 
be used. On the other hand, it was of concern to the city of Phila- 
delphia and its people as to which of the two buildings should be 
used, and very urgent representations were made to the Under See- 
retary of the Army, Mr. Alexander, and I think also to the Secretary of 
Defense, with respect to the utilization of the buildings. It appeare d 
that the clothing workers who were employed by Cohen & Co. in the 
Ford Building were very much against the use of the Ford Build- 
ing because they feared that it would be great inconvenience to them if 
Cohen & Co. were compelled to evacuate the building. They were 
living in the neighborhood, many of them were living in the neighbor- 
hood of that Ford Building, and for other reasons they didn’t want 
to be disturbed. So their union representatives came to Washington, 
Members of Congress from the city of Philadelphia came to Congress 
and the secretary of commerce of the State of Pennsylvania, Theodore 
Roosevelt III, then serving under Governor Duff, now Senator Duff, 
made representations to the Department of Defense, and all of these 
were to the effect that the utilization of the Penn Athletic Club would 
be the better one from the point of view of the interests of the city of 
Philadelphia. 

That representation was also made by the chamber of commerce of 
that city. The testimony of the gentleman who arose here a few 
moments ago to say that $4 million was taken from the Tobyhanna 
appropriation harmonizes with the testimony that was given before 
this committee last March. An appropriation had been made to the 
Signal Corps for land acquisition and construction of buildings and 
the like of some $44 million. Under the alleged authority of the act 
of July 12, 1940, that $4 million was transferred from that fund from 
the Tobyhanna objective to the objective of acquiring the Penn Ath- 
letic Building. My understanding is that at the time of that hearing 
you were already in occupancy and a declaration of taking had been 
filed by the Department of Justice and it became necessary to condemn 
and the Signal Corps since prior to the date of the hearing which 
was early in March has been in occupancy of this building. Am I 
right about that? 

General Lawton. That is correct. 


BUILDING FACILITIES 


Senator O’Manonery. The building was a 14-floor building. 

General Lawton. That is right. 

Senator O"Manonrey. And it was a building that of course had been 
built for purposes of the club and it had swimming pools and tennis 
courts and hotel rooms and all of the accomodations which one finds 
ina municipal club building. Extensive alterations had to be made. 

Now, it was my feeling, I know, and I think it was the feeling of 
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all of the members of the committee, that the Department of Defense 
should not continue to use the act of July 1940 because it was obvious], 
meant for a different purpose. The Department of Defense however 
undertook to explain to the Armed Services Committee of the House 
and the Armed Services Committee of the Senate, it and the Appro- 
priations Commitee of the House and the Appropriations Committee 
of the Senate, that it was proposing to make this transfer. Because 
of facts over which the Department of Defense had no control this 
committee was not able to receive the evidence as soon as the other 
committees received it. My recollection is clear that the testimony 
was that im each instance the Armed Service Committee of the House 
and the Appropriations Committee of the House and the Armed Serv- 
ices of the Senate made no objection to the transfer. This committee 
went at length into the matter, and we called Secretary Alexander 
before us and I have been turning over the pages of this testimony, and 
if I can find the spot, I think that I would like to read into the record 
the statement that was made by Mr. Alexander in response to my 
inquiry. 

The table which Senator Ferguson has read into the record appears 
on page 134 of the hearings which were held at that time, and it was 
put in in response to the inquiry of the members of the committee. 

Mr. Katerre—and I do not know whether he is in the service of the 
Department or not— 

Mr. Benpersen. He is. He is in Secretary Alexander’s office. 

Senator O’Manoney. He was testifying with respect to the work 
that had to be done to renovate the building so that it would be of use 
to the Signal Corps, and in response to this question by Senator Fergu 
son: 

Then you were not going to put in many partitions? 

Mr. Kalette replied : 

It was not intended to put many partitions in either building. 

Senator O’Manoney. To pursue this comparison, if it be assumed that the 
GSA estimates of $760,000 are more correct than this horseback estimate you 
made when you were over there in December going through the building, of 
$250,000 to $500,000, that would mean that the ultimate cost of the Ford Building 
would be $3,010,000, as compared with $3,500,000 for the Penn AC Building 
Disregarding the difference of the $10,000, that is a discrepancy of $500,000 
making the Penn AC Building half a million dollars more expensive than the 
Ford Building. Now, what were the circumstances which brought you to decide 
Mr. Alexander, that that additional cost of $500,000 was justified in this case? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Sir, the primary consideration was the time factor, the fact 
that we had been seeking to get a building for a long time, while at the same time 
the Signal Corps procurement load had been going up and up, and they had bee: 
getting more and more behind. We did not feel we knew when we could get 
into the Ford Building. We knew exactly when we could get into the Pen: 
A. C. Building. 

Senator O’MAanoney. General Lawton testified the other day that the Signa! 
Corps was fearful of losing the trained personnel and fearful of not being abi 
to secure the additional skilled personnel required to do the much larger jo! 
that the Signal Corps has, and that for that reason, in his judgment, it was 
important to get a building quickly, so that the Signal Corps could perform th: 
work which had been allotted to it to obtain the additional materials required 
by the Signal Corps in war. The Chamber of Commerce of the City of Phila 
delphia and four Congressmen of that area made representations to the Arm 
that it would not be desirable to interfere with the operation of the Cohen Co 
in the Ford Building, and, in addition to that, however, those considerations being 
on the side for taking the Penn A. C., the other consideration, against takin: 
the Penn A. C., was the additional cost. And you offset against that, now, by) 
your answer to my question, the problem which you had in mind of the difficult) 
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in obtaining the Ford Building by reason of the disinclination, to put it mildly, 
of the lessee to move out. Now, is that a summary of the situation as you see it? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, sir; it is. I should like to mention one other factor, if 
I may, sir: That the additional cost, the amount of which was speculative, 
estimated in acquiring the Penn A. C., was in an amount which indicated to us 
that we would be acquiring, in our judgment, an asset for the Government which 
would be at least that much more valuable than the Ford Building. 

Now, it would appear from the justification before us that this 
$4,000,000 is requested, and it would appear, also, that this is for the 
purpose of rehabilitation of some of the additional floors, or recon- 
struction, or what is it? 

General Lawton. This is a bookkeeping transaction. 

Senator O’Manonery. This is to reimburse the amount taken from 
Tobyhanna ¢ 

General Lawton. That is correct, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. Does this represent any additional cost for the 
Penn Athletic Club? 

General Lawton. No, sir. But the club is going to cost more than 
the $4 million, but that 3.180 is not in this budget. 


COST TO RENOVATE PENN AC BUILDING 


Senator O’Manoney. What you want the committee to understand 
is that at a later date, to completely renovate the Penn AC Building, 
in excess of 1 million and a quarter dollars will have to be expended ? 

General Lawron. It will have to be expended but it will not have 
to come in for an appropriation. 

Senator O’Manonry. Where did you get the money ? 


General Lawron. I don’t know, sir. This is the Corps of Engineers 
who will have to answer that one. 

Senator Ferauson. Where did they get the money ? 

General Decker. It is in the maintenance and operation appropria- 
tion which is the old engineers service Army appropriation, and it is 
our usual maintenance money. 

Senator O’Manoney. It is your general fund for maintenance and 
operation ¢ 

General Decker. That is correct. 

Senator O’Manonery. And you can devote that to that, so that this 
appropriation is solely for the purpose of reimbursing the original 
appropriation to Tobyhanna, which was taken away under the alleged 
authority of the act of July 1940? 

General Decker. That is correct. 

Senator Know.anp. This is not really a maintenance and operation 
item, and now either one of the two things, either you are justifying 
before this committee for more money than you legitimately require 
for M. and R., or there is something wrong with the information we are 
getting. I do not see how you can justify because this is a capital 

vestment, in effect, for this committee to have the full information 
this is costing $5,300,000 instead of what originally was justified 
before the committee but you are taking $1.3 million now out of your 
M. and R. funds. 

General Decker. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Fereuson. What was the cause of that? Was it because of 
these letters right here ? 
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Senator Knowranp. I hope all our appropriations are not that 
loose. 

Senator Frerevson. Is that because these letters were written not 
to tell the Congress about it? 

General Decker. No, sir; I believe that you will find the commit- 
tee has been advised of exactly what the Army proposed to do on that. 
I believe as much as 2 months ago a letter was sent to each of the fou 
committees, informing them of what the Army proposed to do. It 
was a question of going ahead with the money. 

Senator O"Manoney. I think it ought to be said for the record, as 
I stated a moment ago, that it was certainly clear at the time in March 
that the Department was coming before all four committees to ex 
plain what was being done, and that procedure has been followed 
with respect to other matters. But I think we were all unanimous 
in the fact that it is not a good practice in the consideration of th 
recent big defense bill. It may be pointed out that I insisted on put 
ting into that bill sums which had been authorized for certain classified 
Air Force projects but which the Air Force was seeking at that time 
to secure authority to expend by the circulation of letters among the 
committees. 

I feel we think exactly as Senator Cordon expressed it earlier today, 
that the committees of Congress cannot take the place of the Cor 
gress, and no member of a committee of Congress can take the place 
of the committees of Congress, but we have recognized that there are 
emergencies and we have accommodated ourselves to them. When 
ever these letters are presented to me as chairman of the subcommittee 
on Armed Services, I have always consulted the Senator from Mich 
igan who was the ranking Republican member on the committee, so 
that he and I have known what was being done, but this building of 
the classified projects abroad was so serious that I felt we had to 
make it a matter of the action of the Congress in an appropriation bill. 
And I certainly feel that the time is passed now when the Department 
of Defense will be presenting any items in this manner. Let us get a 
clear-cut budget estimate and a clear-cut appropriation before any 
money is expended. 

Senator Frrevson. Mr. Chairman, the reason the Senator from 
Michigan raised this today, his reason was because of this item, and 
now if we are going to get showings as this indicates, a replacement of 
$4 million and nothing in the justification about this balance that 
it cost over and above the $4 million, that will be taken out of anothe: 
fund and can be taken without any knowledge of this appropriations 
committee and the reason, as I put in the reeord—— 

Senator O’Manoney. We had knowledge of this. 

Senator Ferovson. This is the justification of the $4 million, and 
that is why I raised the point today, because it is much more than it 
was to cost, according to the figures. 

Mr. Benpetsen. I think, sir, and I would like to say that I whole 
heartedly agree with the proposition that these should come up as 
proper budget estimates and as projects in the proper way; but I do 
believe, Senator Ferguson, and though I was not in this picture whet 
it first was developed, when the maintenance and operation appropria 
tion was developed this point was discussed and I then did go into it 
and I believe the record will show that there was a full disclosure 
that this extra cost Which has been cited by Senator Knowland has 
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been made of record before the four committees, as to the M. and O. 
part of it. As to the $4 million—— 

Senator Frrevson. Why was it not put in this justification ? 

Mr. Benversen. Because we are not asking for it, sir. 

Senator Frercuson. You are never going to ask for it / 

Mr. Benpetsen. Yes, sir: we have asked for it. 

Senator Frrevuson. When are you going to ask for it / 

Senator MLLENDER. Oh, no; you are not, 


SOURCE OF MAINTENANCE FUNDS 


Senator Frrauson. You got it under a so-called maintenance and 
operation item, and this is not maintenance and operation at all. How 
can you justify taking money for the repair of a building out of main- 
tenance and operation when it is a capital expenditure, even though you 
write to the appropriation chairman, and how can you justify it / 

Mr. Benpetsen. There is a question there, in my mind, as I have 
said to the Senator, I think that this type of project should not be 
handled in this way. 

Senator Evtenver. Has that passed Mr. Warren and the GAO / 

Senator Frerouson. Has he approved this? 

General Decker. [t probably hasn’t gotten to his attention vet. 

Senator KNow.Lanp. As a matter of general procedure, it seems to 
me where an item of this size, and after an item of $1.5 million in a 
budget lke this seems to be small, it still represents a lot of money, and 
a lot of tax receipts from individual taxpayers, and I think as a mat- 
ter of procedure in the future the full committee should be informed 
of this situation. Now, we are all very busy on it, and a letter comes 


up to the committee, but as one committee member having a respon- 
sibility on this I am not satisfied with that procedure. I think that 
we are going to have to have a disclosure to the committees sitting 


nere. 

Senator O'Manonrty. Nobody on the committee is satisfied with 
the procedure and | think that the Department of Defense is not 
satished with it. 

Mr. Benpetsen. I am entirely dissatisfied with it, gentlemen. 

Senator O'Mauoney. This thing is perfectly clear, and there are 
such tremendous sums here that it is easily possible to bury items that 
the Congress may knew nothing about. Now, I know that the De- 
partment of Defense does not want to do that. 

Mr. Benpetsen. No, sir. 

Senator O’'Manoney. And therefore, instead of using maintenance 
ind operation funds for the re habilitation or renovation of a build- 
ing like this, you ought to use a special appropriation, a capital ex- 
penditure, and it ought to be set out in specific detail. 

Mr. Benpetsen. I agree with you, Senator, on that. 

Senator KNowLaNp. Because, Senator, if they do not know that, 
from now on I am going to challenge every M. and QO. item that comes 
up here, and in other words, is it being passed to take care of capital 
expenditures, and now if Tam going to be able to perform my duties 
as a member of this committee, [ must have complete confidence in the 
representations made to us, and if they Say they need money for M. 
and ©., it is for whatever everybody considers H. and O. is to be used 
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for. If it is a capital investment we should have that fully brought 
to our attention. And it is only on that basis of mutual confidence 
that we can work. If we are going to have to question every item tha 
comes up, why, it is going to be much tougher on the Defense Estab 
lishment and it is going to be tougher on the committee members. 

Mr. Benpvetsen. I agree with you, Senator Knowland, fully. 

Senator Evienper. In connection with all that has been said, I do 
hope that the Secretary will go over this thing again and not try to 
put in this budget any expenditures to be deferred. 


EXPENDITURE FOR FORT BELVOIR, VA. 


Now, here is another example, I hate to jump on Fort Belvoir again, 
but just in looking through this, you have here station hospital, a1 
expenditure of $3,784,000, and at the present, at Fort Belvoir, you 
have a facility there with 1,000-bed normal capacity and only 500 ar 
being used, and here you are coming up with a permanent building for 
250 more, with the medical center within a stone’s throw, and Bolling 
Air Base, and Veterans’ Hospital in Washington and the United States 
Naval Hospital at Bethesda, and other facilities, and yet they are ex 
pending this almost $4 million for new facility at Fort Belvoir. 

Now, I think in the light of the fact that so many of us are straining 
every ounce of energy we have to find money for all these things, and 
then we are being plagued on every side by our own constituents about 
the shortness of material, for the Army to come up here and put these 
things into the budget which in my opinion cannot be deferred, is not 
fair to us. 

Chairman McKe.iar. Let me state before we get into that subject, 
in regard to what Senator Knowland has just said, I find a letter of 
July 24, 1951, telling me what has been done, that the building cost 
$4 million rather than the $3,380,000, as has been first thought, and 
they gave us the information about it, it is true. But so far as | 
can recall, it is the first time it has ever been called to my attention. 
I do not think anybody is responsible for that. My clerk is one of the 
most careful and prudent men in the world, but so far as I can reca!! 
now this is the first time I have ever read this letter. 

And I find in the bill that $4 million has been already authorized 
and directed in the bill for this Philadelphia Signal Corps procure 
ment depot. I do not know who is to blame for it, perhaps I am re 
sponsible for not displaying this letter to you. 

Senator ELLeNpER. We have a discussion of that, as Senator O’Ma 
honey pointed out about this $4 million figure, but the facility is going 
to cost $1.3 million more, and instead of coming back to Congress to 
ask us to appropriate the $1.3, they get it out of a fund that is under 
the Corps of Engineers, for maintenance and operation. 

Chairman McKet.ar, [ do not approve of that, and I think we 
should arrange that so it cannot be ion and we should appropriat: 
money for what we intend it to be used and I think our agents ought 
to carry out the law. 

Senator Frrevson. Senator O'Mahoney has made a statement of 
the facts but I would like to add this summary of action leading to 
the acquisition of the Penn Athletic Club, which has already been 
made a part of the record. 
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Chairman McKetiar. And I would like for this letter to go into the 
record as coming from me and I have just seen it for the first time as 
far as I can recall. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER NECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 24, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, 

Deak SENATOR McKetrar: Earlier this year we informed you that, in order to 
supply suitable space for the rapidly expanding Signal Corps procurement agency 
and stock control office in Philadelphia, the Army, under the authority of Public 
Law 910, Kighty-first Congress, and with funds appropriated by Public Law 911, 
Eighty-first Congress, had decided to acquire and remodel the Penn Athletic 
Club Building, located in downtown Philadelphia. At that time we stated that 
the estimated cost of acquiring and converting this building to meet the needs of 
the Signal Corps would be not in excess of $4,000,000. 

It was for this reason that the military public work authorization bill, which 
has recently been introduced in the Congress as H. R. 4524 and S. 1708, includes 
the following item for the Department of the Army in title I under the heading 
“Signal Corps ‘A’”: “Philadelphia Signal Corps Procurement and Distribution 
Agency: Acquisition and conversion of Pennsylvania Athletic Club, $4,000,000.” 

We also pointed out that it was not possible at that time to make a complete 
estimate of the rehabilitation costs of the Penn Athletic Club Building, since 
such a complete estimate could only be made after the wiring and piping had been 
exposed and the actual lay-out to meet Signal requirements made. As the work 
has progressed and detailed plans were made, it has hecome apparent that more 
rehabilitation work must be done than had been originally contemplated under 
the Army’s preliminary estimate. This additional rehabilitation includes the 
addition of a fifteenth floor, in order to secure more space, additional elavators, 
a cafeteria, and a new substation, required because of the heavy electrical load. 
As the work progressed, it was found that the plumbing, heating equipment, and 
wiring in the building had deteriorated to a greater extent than had been ex- 
pected. A new estimate of the cost of rehabilitation has now been prepared by 
the Corps of Engineers and separately concurred in by an expert consultant. It 
concludes that the additional costs involved for the minimum of rehabilitation 
and other work may exceed the original estimate of acquisition and rehabilita- 
tion by $1,380,000, thus bringing the total estimated cost to $5,380,000 rather 
than the $4,000,000 previously programed. Without the expenditure of this 
additional money, only about one-half of the building (eight floors) will be 
completely usable. 

The Signal Corps procurement agency is presently occupying seven of the 
eight upper floors of this building, in adequate and satisfactory facilities. To 
permit the required expansion of Quartermaster activities it is necessary to 
move the signal stock control unit from the Quartermaster depot as soon as 
additional space can be made available in the Penn Athletic Club Building. To 
locate the stock control unit in space other than in the Penn Athletic Club Build- 
ing would cost the Government approximately $1,000,000 annually for leasing 
and rehabilitation. Failure to continue the rehabilitation of this building would 
result in demobilization of the contractor’s forces and equipment with conse 
quent increased costs to the Government when new contracts are let and forces 
and equipment reassembled. 

In view of the foregoing, the Department of the Army, after consulting the 
Bureau of the Budget, has decided to continue the rehabilitation of the Penn 
Athletic Club Building and to pay for the rehabilitation in excess of the original 
estimate out of repair and utility funds which, by law, are available for this 
purpose. 

The Penn Athletic Club project is under continuous scrutiny, in order to 
assure that the rehabilitation is being carried on in the most economical manner, 
that -minimum standards are not exceeded, that no money is expended for over- 
time, and that only those necessities required for efficient operation are provided. 

This detailed information is being furnished you in accordance with the Army’s 
practice of keeping the interested congressional committees fully advised of 
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developments of this type. I am also furnishing this information to the chair 
men of the House Armed Services Committee, the Senate Armed Services Com 
mittee, and the House Appropriations Committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
ARCHIBALD S. ALEXANDER, 
Under Secretary of the Army 


COST OF BUILDINGS ON OKINAWA 


Senator Corpon. I would like to call the Secretary's attention to the 
1099 in book 5, which is Okinawa again, and I just had this matter up 
when it was not relevant in another appropriation, as you will recall. 
At which time the testimony indicated that the buildings have 1,080 
square feet with a cost of $18,000 apiece. That is my memory of the 
testimony, but I call your attention now to the fact that you are asking 
for 375 family housing utility units which are to cost, each of them, 
1,080 square feet, $22,600 apiece. 

Mr. Benversen. I think the difference between the two was as to 
the outside utilities, which we discussed at length. 

Senator Corpon. The outside utilities were presented there as the 
reason for their costing $18,000, and the testimony there was that your 
average rate of wages was $30 per month, and now this is almost 
double the price of domestic construction, and it represents a little bit 
better than $20 per square foot, and I would like to have some kind of 
a statement before this committee and I am not going to hold it up 
this evening but I want some kind of a statement on Monday, just the 
necessary information to justify that kind of increased cost in Oki 
nawa, and we have testimony indicative of higher costs of steel in 
Japan, there is very little steel among those buildings, but I would 
like to have the information here as to the utilities purchased in Japan 
and the costs of them, and now I do not ask for that today, but, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to have that complete explanation because it 
is inconceivable to me that with a lowered wage cost in Okinawa, 
and as the testimony before indicated the lower cost of the materials 
in Okinawa, or in the area of Okinawa with your skilled workmen 
coming from Japan, and with an average of $30 per month wages, 
and with utilities coming from the manufacturing institutions of 
Japan with their lower wage scales, that there should be any such 
price as that for those houses. 

Chairman McKetiar. Are there any other questions? 


DANGER OF INFLATION 


Senator O’Manoney. I would like to say for the record what I have 
said on numerous occasions to members of the armed services, that the 
worst thing tlie Department of Defense could do now is to expend 
funds at a rate that will add to the deficit of this Government. The 
greatest danger that we confront in my judgment is the danger from 
inflation, and thet is the danger from inviting the collapse of the 
American economy. 

Senator E.tenper. That is as bad as bullets. 

Senator O°’Manonry. No officer has ever been court-martialed for 
having too much on hand. The record before our committee on the 
big defense bill showed that the various departments and agencies of 
the Defense Establishment, and this was the testimony of Secretary 
Lovett, when they were called upon to submit their estimates for the 
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budget for 1952, amounted to $104 billion, and Secretary Lovett, then 
Under Secretary; Mr. McNeal, the Comptroller, and his assistant, 
Mr. Garlock; and the Bureau of the Budget and others dug into those 
estimates with such suecess that they cut the budget down from $104 
billion to $60,650 million. 

Mr. Benpersen. I would like to say, sir, that we in the Department 
of the Army had a great deal to do with that, and I participated on 
Mr. Lovett’s special committee. 

Senator O’Manoney. I want to compliment you and all of the staff, 
and the three Secretaries for having done that, and I as chairman of 
the subcommittee took it upon myself on two or three occasions to talk 
with the secretary down there, with respect to the importance of 
doing that. Inflation at home and abroad is likely to be our greatest 
danger, and it is a time bomb that could blow us to smithereens long 
before Russia is prepared to do it. So we can afford at this juncture to 
fight this cold war with a gold shovel, and every single effort that can 
possibly be made to cut expenditures to the limit and to make them 
as close and as rigid as they can be made, will be doing more to preserve 
the Government than many of us imagine. 

Senator Corvon. Mr. Chairman, the Secretary just called my atten- 
tion to the fact that no money is asked in this appropriation for that 
housing in Okinawa, and I understand that an appropriation was 
asked for it and they did not get it at an earlier time: is that correct ? 
Have you asked for that money at any time? 

Mr. Benvetsen. I don’t believe we ever did; no, sir. This was in 
the authorization bill and what that sheet shows in each case, in each 
sheet, is what we have asked for against authorizations. Now when we 
went before the Armed Services Committees there was certain author- 
izations requested above that which we had intended to request that 
there be appropriations. 

Senator O"Manonry. Now, my recollection, Mr. Secretary, is that 
I received a letter or an interview with respect to this very subject 
matter when one of the supplemental bills was under consideration. 
It was for a transfer of funds such as we have discussed with respect 
to the Penn Athletic Club Building, and when I saw the cost of a 
five-room house in Okinawa, as compared with the costs here, I felt 
it was a matter that should await the formal action, and T did not give 
any consent to any such expenditure at that time. And T assume that 
this is the presentation in the regular order. 

Senator Corpon. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that I do not 
want sometime to be confronted, when a matter of this sort comes 
up again, with a statement as we have it—not by you gentlemen, but 
by others—the statement, “Weil, this was exhibited to you at a cer- 
fain time in connection with a certain appropriation, although no 
money was asked for.” 

Now, it is before me right now, and it works out $22,600 per house 
of 1,080 feet, or S20 per square foot, and if it is ever going to appear 
again on that basis, I want to know about it now, and I want to know 
what it costs, and why it costs that much in Okinawa. It ts im- 
material that you are not asking for money. 

Mr. Benversen. Very well, sir. 

Chairman McKettar. If there are no further questions, we will take 
a recess now until Monday morning at 10:30, 

(Whereupon, at 5:45 p. m., Saturday, October 15, 1951, the hear- 
ing was recessed until 10: 30 a. m. Monday, October 15, 1951.) 
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MONDAY, OCTOBER 15, 1951 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met at 10:45 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-37, the Capitol, Hon. Kenneth McKellar (chairman) presiding. 
Present : Senators McKellar, Hayden, McCarran, O’Mahoney, May- 
bank, Ellender, Robertson, Cordon, Young, Knowland, Ecton. 


PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 
DEPARTMENT oF THE Navy 


STATEMENTS OF HON. FRANCIS P. WHITEHAIR, UNDER SECRE- 
TARY OF THE NAVY; REAR ADM. HARRY R. THURBER, USN, 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS); REAR 
ADM. JOSEPH F. JELLEY, CEC, USN, CHIEF, BUREAU OF YARDS 
AND DOCKS; REAR ADM. EDWARD W. CLEXTON, USN, ASSISTANT 
COMPTROLLER, DIRECTOR OF BUDGET AND REPORTS; CAPT. 
BENJAMIN E. MOORE, USN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERA- 
TIONS (AVIATION PLANS); DONALD M. PATTERSON, SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT TO ASSISTANT CHIEF, BUREAU OF YARDS AND 
DOCKS, FOR OPERATIONS; CAPT. WILLIAM V. DEUTERMANN, 
USN, SECRETARY, SHORE STATION DEVELOPMENT BOARD; CAPT. 
ALEXANDER S. WADSWORTH, CEC, USN, MEMBER, SHORE STA- 
TION DEVELOPMENT BOARD; CAPT. ROBERT R. CRAIGHILL, USN, 
CHIEF STAFF OFFICER, OFFICE OF BUDGET AND REPORTS; COM- 
MANDER JAMES H. ETTER, CEC, USN, STAFF OFFICER, OFFICE 
OF BUDGET AND REPORTS 


MILITARIZATION PROGRAM 


Chairman McKetiar. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Whitehair, do you wish to place your statement in the record 
and then high light it, or would you prefer to read your statement ¢ 

Mr. Warrenarr. Mr. Chairman, ott other distinguished members 
of the committee, this is my formal statement. It will be justified by 
the presentation of the military men in the service who have prepared 
the material which we are presenting to your committee. Of course, 
[ am here due to the absence of the Secretary of the Navy, who is 
now beyond the continental limits investigating Navy installations in 
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western Europe and north Africa. So it is the pleasure of the chan 
man, by which I will be very happy to abide. 

Chairman McKetitar. You may do what you wish. Your statement 
is not long. You can either read it or place it in the record and the 
these gentlemen can ask you some questions about it. I think Senator 


Elle nde r has some questions he wants to ask. 

Senator C. rpon. It is a very short statement. 1 think perhaps thy 
reading of the statement might indicate something about which we 
have questions. 

Chairman McKetiar. All right, Mr. Whitehair, you may read you 
statement, 

Mr. Wurrenair. Due to the fact that the Secretary of the Navy 
is presently engaged in an inspection tour of Navy installations and 
activities beyond the continental limits of the United States, it be 
comes my pris ile oe TO rs pear before you, as Under Secret: ry of the 
Navy, and present our budget request for public works construction 
covering the fiscal year 1952 

Because of international tensions existing in the world. including 
a full-scale war, the President and the Congress decided to strengthen 
and expand the Armed Forces of this Nation. Asa result of the great 
foresight he retofore exercised by this committee, and its counterpart 
in the House of Representatives, lt am pleased to report that youl 
Navy has already made substantial progress toward achieving the 
goal of “readiness” to do its part of whatever task may lie ahead. , 

As you are well aware, the readiness of the fleet is directly dependent 
upon the logistic support provided by the Shore Establishment. This 
has generated the basic needs for naval public works constructio. 
included in these estimates. The fleet cannot properly perform its 
mission without an adequate supporting Shore Establishment. 

The potential enemy we face today is a vastly different enemy fron 
the ones with which we were confronted during World War LI, bot) 
as to character and location. It is obvious, then, that we must have 
differently constituted fleet, and, hence a different supporting Shore 
Establishment. I can assure you that in formulating the request for 
authorization and appropriations for public works construction, full 
use of the available facilities from World War IT has been made. 


NAVY EXPANSION 


In addition, the Navy will have expanded from a total of 629 ships 
in 1950 to about 1,200 in the 1952 approved forces, and from a strength 
of 373,000 men to over 800,000 men at the end of fiscal year 1952 
The Marine Corps likewise will have increased its military personae! 
strength from 72,000 in 1950 to over 200,000 in 1952. These increase 
as well as the developments in tactics and weapons, have multiplied 
the problems of training and supply to a major degree. The whole 
fabric of fleet readiness is dependent upon these factors. Each of the 
projects you are about to consider contribute toward that readiness 
and are included in the appropriation requested for that reason. 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 199 
PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION 


Work on the development of the public works construction estimates 
paralleled, within the Department of Defense, the formulation of the 
military programs included in the regular budget submission for 
1952. Because of the need for legislative authorization for public 
works, it was not possible to present to this committee our construc- 
tion estimates at the same time that our 1952 estimates were presented 
for the regular programs. 

The magnitude of public works construction found necessary to 
support adequately the approved forces for 1952 resulted in a decision 
by the Secretary of Defense to give the construction estimates an even 
greater and far more intensive screening. Accordingly, in a joint 
effort with the other military departments and the ( fice of the Secre 
tary of Defense, certain criteria were developed to screen out all 
projects which could be deferred for financing in future years and 
which were not of great urgency to meet present minimum operational 
needs. ‘These assumptions were: 

That new construct ion would be limited, where possible, to opera- 
tional items needed to permit approved forces to be maintained in an 
effective operational condition. 

That existing and available facilities would be utilized to the 
maximum extent possible, and that replacements should not be con- 
sidered if the facility could be utilized one or more additional years; 
that no facilities in standby condition would be reactivated if it 
were more economical to utilize presently active defense installations. 

That expansion beyond the immediate requirements for ammuni- 
tion, shipping facilities, staging areas, expansion of general storage 
facilities, and improvements of utilities would be deferred for con- 
sideration in future requests insofar as such a course could be safely 
followed. 

That with reference to housing, particularly within the continen- 
tal United States, maximum utilization would be made of title VIII 
of the Federal Housing Act which permits construction by private 
capital of living quarters for Department of Defense personnel and 
their dependents. 

That maximum use would be made of existing medical facilities 
regardless of the service currently having jurisdiction over such facili- 
ties, and that new construction would be limited to additional require- 
ments or replacement of medical facilities that are in such condition 
that they could not be used for at least one additional year. 

. That recreational and welfare facilities should be limited to those 
which are necessary to supplement facilities available in nearby com- 
munities and demonstrably necessary for the proper care of the 
effective combatant forces. 

That public works construction be time-phased with the expan- 
sion of the forces and the delivery and contemplated use of new 
ea. 

That authority be provided for the early detailed planning of 
ssaniiheta facilities, in oan to prevent hasty and uneconomical con- 
struction practices of projects contemplated to be undertaken. 
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SCREENING OF PROGRAM 


During the screening process, the Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Kim 
ball, personally, participated as a member of a Special Review Com 
mittee, which consisted also of the Under Secretary of the Air Force, 
and the Assistant Secretary of the Army. With the assistance of 
budget analysts of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Comptrol- 
ler) and the Military Estimates Division of the Bureau of the Budget, 
they made every possible effort to eliminate projects which could be 
deferred. The basic request for naval public works construction of 
$915,024,460 made to the House Appropriations Committee was the 
amount recommended after exhaustive review action. H. R. 5650 
as passed by the House of Representatives contained $897,628,460. 
To this the Department of the Navy wishes to have restored a tota! 
of $11,396,000 and to have added funds in the amount of $35,247,000 
for certain overseas air bases, which, with the $18,000,000 added by 
the House committee, makes a total request of $962,271,460. The de 
tails of these figures will be justified by those who follow me. 

I wish to reassure the committee that the Navy’s request today rep 
resents only our immediate needs. It covers only the facilities which 
we must initiate in fiscal year 1952 to support authorized increases in 
the strength of Navy and Marine Corps forces, to correct known 
deficiencies, and to provide the essential improvements that make for 
economical operation. 


NAVAL SURVEY BOARDS 


I might digress for a moment to say that the Naval Establishment 
is subject to constant surveillance and review through a — of 


“continuing surveys,” in order to control the growth and effective use 
of the Shore Establishment. There are, in the Office of the Inspector 
General of the Navy, two survey boards. One is known as the Shore 
Establishment Survey Board and the other as the Industrial Survey 
Board. The Shore Establishment Survey Board performs a manage- 
ment survey of a naval district or river command, beginning with the 
mission of the activity and going into ever facet of its operation. It 
determines the potential workload capacity of an activity and exam- 
ines the effective use being made of facilities, manpower, and dollars, 
with a view to elimination, consolidation, and reduction of facilities, 
wherever possible, consistent with the demands of the service. The 
Industrial Survey Board conducts an efficiency type of survey that 
gets right down to tool-chest and stock-room level. 

We have taken a business concept in connection with these boards; in 
other words, we perform a survey as one would expect industry to con 
duct an audit. These boards are staffed with eminently qualified 
officers who deal, not only with dollars, but with all types of data con- 
cerning personnel, production, workload, and stock levels. The inspec- 
tion process is continuous, both at naval district level and at depart- 
mental level. By this method, we have current control information 
and can shift our workloads to the location of most economical accom 
plishment. That, gentlemen, is how we provide a watchdog over our 
Shore Establishment. 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 201 
HOUSING 


With reference to housing—item No. 4 of the assumptions pre- 
viously mentioned—it was decided to take all possible advantage of 
family housing which could be provided under title VIII of the 
National Housing Act, as amended, under which private investors are 
furnished mortgage insurance as a basis for constructing housing to 
meet military needs. Title VIII was extended on September 1 by the 
Defense Housing and Community Facilities and Services Act of 
1951—Public Law 139, Eighty-second Congress—which also ——— 
a new form of mortgage insurance under title IX of the National 
Housing Act, as well as provision for a small volume of public housing. 
The estimates before you include provision for 48 sets of family 
quarters for a few key personnel at isolated stations, where no quarters 
exist and where housing under Public Law 139, Eighty-second Con- 
gress, would clearly be unavailable. 

Unless circumstances of extraordinary urgency dictate otherwise, 
it is planned to build permanent and semipermanent facilities that 
will be economical to maintain and yet continue to be useful for a 
number of years. Temporary structures, while initially about 35 
percent less costly than the permanent and semipermanent construc- 
tion, in the long run are much more costly because of the higher 
maintenance expense. Experience with much of the temporary con 
struction of World War IT has been most illuminating in this regard. 

I can well appreciate your need to have adequate information basic 
to an intelligent decision on each individual project. Rear Admiral 
Thurber, Assistant Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics), is with me 
to discuss the over-all program by class of facilities, covering the 
basis of the requirements for each class and certain changes the Navy 
Department desires made to the bill as passed by the House. In addi- 
tion, representatives of bureaus are available to assist the committee 
in gaining a thorough understanding of the Navy’s requirements and 
the. justification therefor. 

I wish to emphasize that we have earnestly endeavored to provide 
the readiness we need at the minimum cost, and to assure all of you 
of the Navy’s sincere desire to be of assistance in every way possible 
in your efforts to conduct and accomplish an expeditious and thor- 
ough review of these estimates. 

Now, with that, Mr. Chairman, Admiral Thurber is here. 


CONTROL OF EXPENDITURES 


Senator Roserrson. Mr. Secretary, I was interested in hearing you 
say that in your construction program the Navy was subject to con- 
tinual surveillance. We know that a lot of money was wasted in the 
construction program of World War I. In World War II, we tried 
to have a better check on these contractors, and on the agencies who 
were handling the contracts, but in the camp program of the Army we 
know the President told the Army engineers that he wanted two 
things done: 

(1) He wanted them built in a hurry; (2) it is all right if the 
unions organize these projects and that nobody except a union man 
have a job. 

That greatly increased the cost, of course. 
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Every member of this committee and of Congress receives letters 
from his constituents asking why it is necessary for us to appropriate 
such funds at one time when we are not in a major war. We answer 
that we are acting on the budgets that have been submitted by thx 
defense agencies and approved by the Bureau of the Budget and the 
President. They still come back and say that we see evidences of 
waste, and we are afraid that the larger the appropriation the more 
waste there will be. 

Now, I have a high regard for the Navy. I was in the Army i: 
World War I, but my youngest son is in the Naval Reserve and my) 
other boy is in the Marine division in Korea at the present time. | 
think a lot of the Navy. 

Would it be possible to have any civilian agency that could che 
with your checking boards and the checking boards of the Air Force 
and the checking boards of the Army as a means of giving some assur 
ance to those who have the burden of taxation and do not realize as 
acutely as some of us do the urgency of these appropriations, that 
these funds are being economically and properly expended ¢ 

We do have a civilian agency that checks, I think, on all construction 
programs of everything except the military. 

Is that not the General Services Administration that does that kind 
of checking ¢ 

Mr. Wuirenair. General Services. We do have also the Renego 
tiation Board that checks on all Government contracts. 

Senator Roserrson. They can only check on the profit the mai 
makes. 

Mr. Wuirrnatr. That is correct. 

Senator Ronerrson. And you do not have any preaudit of any of 
this construction. The General Accounting Office only checks after 
you have spent the money and all they can check is whether anv of it 
has been stolen or not. They cannot check whether any has been wast 
od. - 

Mr. Wirrenar, Would you permit Admiral Jelley to reply to that ? 

Admiral Jeniey. During the past year, investigators of the House 
and Senate Appropriations Committees have visited the Bureau and 
have visited our jobs in the field. They have familiarized themselves 
with construction in various places. 

In addition, within the last year the General Accounting Office has 
audited our contracts much more rapidly. During the past war, they 
were a matter of years behind but now they are checking within a few 
weeks, 

Senator Ronerrson. Who is the checking expert on this committee ? 
I really did not know about it. 

Chairman McKeuuar. As far as the Chair knows, no committee has 
been appointed. 

Admiral Jetiey. It is the House committee that has investigated, 
the House Appropriations Committee. 

Senator Rornerrson. Would it be practical or impractical either to 
enlarge the authority of the General Services Administration to make 
checks or to set up some civilian agency ? 

Let us be frank about it. The general civilian complaint is that 
after a man goes through West Point or the Naval Academy, he gets 
a wonderful training in everything except business; he does not get a 
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business training and there is the impression that they know how to 
vet a good job done, but they do not know how to get it done with a low 
dollar. 

Lam not criticizing you, Admiral, at all. As I say, Iam strong for 
the Navy. It isa great outfit. It has a great record and has a great 
job to do. 

But as we go into this business of appropriating $90 billion in one 
year, the greatest in all history, and knowing how people are com- 
plaining about taxes and knowing that even with the highest tax bur- 
den of history we are not going to have a balanced budget this year, 


g 
we are going to h: ave a larger de ficit the following year, would there 


be any Wi ay to set up a civilian agency that Is pure ‘ly a civilian check 
ing agency, that could give Congress and the public some assurance 
that none of this money is being unnecessarily wasted ¢ 

Mr. Wurrenatr. May I spe ak to that / 

Chairman McKetrar. Go ahead. 

Mr. Wurrenatr. I have been here about 3 months. I am a civilian. 
Without any attempt to impress anyone, I might say I served in two 
wars, in the Army in one and the Navy in the second. I share your 
views of the Navy and your commendation of them. They deserve 
every bit of it. 

Now, from the civilian point of view, the civilian control over the 
armed services was set up when the Constitution was formed, and I 
say one of the main jobs of your Secretary of the Navy and his execu 
tive assistants is to see to it that civilian thinking and civilian prac 
tices prevail in the spending of dollars. 

Then over that, under the Unification Act, as you well know, 
we have another civilian agency to which the Secretary of the Navy 
and his executive assistants are constantly reporting on dollar ex 
penses and construction and soon. So another agency would naturally 
be within the jurisdiction and will of the Congress and not of the 
services. 

But I want to assure you on what little reputation that I have es- 
tablished in 30 years in business that your Navy and your Marine 
Corps is run lke any big business is run. I cannot speak for the 
others. 

Senator Rorerrson. I am pleased to hear you say that. When it 
omes to the fighting, I do not want any civilian to say how the fight- 
ng is to be done; I want the man who has been trained to fight to say 
how the fighting should be carried on. But as a civilian operation, I 
think the civilian should have a look at it to see whether good, sound 
business practices are being followed. 

Mr. Wurrenarr. I fully agree, sir. 

Senator Ropertrson. That ts all. 


TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Eiitenper. I wish to say. Mr. Secretary, speaking for my- 
self, that I was very much impressed with the statement you have 
just made. 

I notice on the last page you state : 


Temporary structures, while initially about 35 percent less costly than the 
perinanent and semipermanent construction, in the long run are much more costly 
because of the higher maintenance expense 
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Are we to understand that that is the difference in the cost between 
the temporary and semipermanent and permanent ? 

What kind of structures do you have in mind? How do they com 
pare with the Army structures ¢ 

Mr. Warrenair. May I ask Admiral Jelley to give an illustration of 
what is permanent, semipermanent, and temporary ? 

Admiral Jetiey. First, I would like to say that the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force have been working together for the last few years to 
establish criteria for permanent, semipermanent, and temporary struc- 
tures so that when we build a permanent building it will be very 
similar to the permanent building that the Army would build or th: 
Air Force ret. build. 

Senator ELLeENpER. What about the temporary ? 

Admiral Jettey. The same with temporary or semipermanent. 

Senator ELLenper. I may be in error, but there is in this record 
somewhere a difference given to us .percentagewise of 80 percent in 
stead of 35 percent. 

Senator Youne. That applied to dwelling houses, as I recall. 

Senator Evtenper. That is why I asked about it. 


TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION 


Admiral Jetiey. Thirty-five percent was based on structures like 
barracks, shops, hangars, and things like that, and not dwelling 
houses alone which would be in a different special class. But the 
permanent structure would be one of concrete, steel, or brick con 
struction that would last for many, many years with a low cost for 
repairs. The temporary structure would be the very lightest wood 


construction, very cheap roofing, siding; then, in between, the sem 
permanent structure would be of frame or cinder-block construction 
with a little better grade of roofing and siding, which would last 10 
years or so with a reasonable cost for repairs. 

Senator Ettenper. Have you been in a position to judge the diffe: 
ence in the cost between the Navy and the Army as to simila: 
structures ¢ 

Would you say that percentagewise they are the same or, are you 
less than the Army? 

Admiral] Jetitry. They run very close. If we design a steel build 
ing, we will hire a private architect or engineer to design it. The 
Army will do the same. The costs come out quite comparable. 

Senator Roperrson. I did not follow you. You get an engineer an 
the Army gets an engineer on the same project ? 


PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION 


Admiral Jetiey. No, sir. On permanent construction; that 
for example, if we build a steel building in Norfolk we will hire 
engineer to design that building. If the Army would build one 
Langley Field, they would do the same; they might even have the 
same man. 

Senator Ronertrson. I understood that if the Army wants to bu 
some barracks, say, at Andrews or Langley Field, that the engineers 
of the Air Corps will design it and then they will turn it over to thy 
Army and the Army.will design the building, and then they have to 
get together and decide whose plans they are going to use. 
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Now, I did understand that when the Navy wanted to build any- 
thing, the Navy prepared its own plans, or do you have to submit 
yours to the Army engineers and let them plan it and then go over 
it again ? 

Admiral Jetitey. No; we do the whole process ourselves with our 
own employees or private architect-engineers. 

With respect to what you have heard, I think the Air Force has 
been doing some preliminary, long-range planning. For instance, 
they might engage somebody to make the master plan of Andrews 
Field, delineating certain barracks, but when the time came to build 
those barracks, the Army engineers would have working drawings 
prepared. 

I know of no instances where the Air Force prepared exactly the 
same plans that the Army engineers prepared, but there is a split 
there between long-range planning and immediate construction. 

Senator Ronertson. I happened to have occasion some months ago 
to visit an airfield where there were a few model housing and recre- 
ation rooms for business and what not. The officer there told me that 
they have prevailed on whoever had charge of it to let them build 
that type as an experiment that ordinarily the Air Corps engineers 
would draw up plans for houses of this kind and barracks and the 
Army engineers would then draw plans. 

I just thought they were duplicating that work. 

You do not think they are? 

Admiral Jetiry. I have not heard of any such cases. 

Senator E.tenper. Admiral, the record, of course, will speak for 
itself. As I understood from the testimony here last week, the dif- 
ference in cost between permanent and temporary, ordinarily speak- 
ing, is much less percentagewise than what you have just indicated. 


SURVEY OF INSTALLATIONS 


Now, Mr. Secretary, I notice in your statement here that you have 
said that as to all temporary buildings or facilities that are now in 
use and that can be usable, you expect to continue their use and not 
substitute for them permanent structures as is the case with the Army. 

Mr. Wurrenam. That is true, sir. Not only that, but may I tell 
the Senator that the Navy under their two survey boards has at least 
in annual inspection of all deactivated installations, like airfields and 
other type facilities at different places, that were put up in a hurry 
during World War II, and we have constant reports and keep track 
of those. 

I know of two instances in my own State where, with just a little 
painting we reactivated an airfield which is now in use today and is 
adequate for the mission that it is earrying out. 

We have done that with our tools. We have done that with every- 
thing that we have acquired. 

Senator Eititenper. | am glad to hear that. You can realize that 
this supplemental came to us just a few days ago. I have before me 
here two volumes, probably 3 inches thick, of your justifications. We 
do not really have time to go into all the details. But I want to ask 
you this and I would like your assistants to listen to the question. 
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Are there any facilities that you are asking for construction in your 
request here of a permanent nature in order to take the place in any 
way of existing facilities / 

Mr. Wurrenar. That can serve the purpose ? 

Senator ELLtenper. Yes. 

Mr. Wurrenatr. I have covered that in my statement and I assume 
my assistants will support it. 

Senator EL.tenper. I want to be certain of that, because I was of 
that impression, first with the Army, judging from the statement 
that was made, but I came to find out that a lot of buildings are now 
being erected on a more or less permanent basis to take the place of 
temporary structures that can and will serve the purpose. One of the 
previous witnesses admitted that this situation is being used in a 
large measure to afford the opportunity to substitute permanent struc 
tures for temporary structures. 

Mr. Wurrenair. Senator, | assure you that has not tempted the 
Navy. 

HOUSE ACTION 


Chairman McKeniar, May I ask you this, Mr. Secretary: The 
amount adopted by the House was $897,628,460. Now, how much do 
you wish added to that ¢ 

Mr. Wurrenarr. I did not appear before the House. Secretary 
Kimball appeared there. As I explained to the committee, he is 
bevond the continental limits now. 

Admiral Clexton made that presentation. 

Chairman McKetitar. What item left out by the House are you 
now applying for? 

RESTORATION REQUESTED 


Admiral CLexron. Mr. Chairman, the House bill No. 5650 appro- 
priated SS897,628.460 to the Navy, and in the same title added $18, 
10,000 for the San Diego water supply, making a total of $915, 
628.460. 

There was one item cut out of the Navy bill for which we are re 
questing reconsideration. That is Camp Pendleton Dam, a dam on 
the Santa Margarita River. That is worth $11,396,000 as cut out 
by the House. 

Senator KNow.anp. That is the only thing you are request ing / 

Admiral Criexron. The only reconsideration that the Navy is re 
questing. However, the President, on the 12th of October, which was 
Friday, sent to the President of the Senate a recommended amendment 
to this bill in which he requested that $35,247,000 be added to the Navy 
bill for air bases overseas, and, when you add all the numbers I have 
given you, you come up to the total which the Secretary has requested 
of $962,271,460. 

Chairman McKettar. What was the other item that you spoke of 
that the House had left out ? 

Admiral CLexton. The House left out two items, sir, one for $11, 
396,000, which is a dam on the Santa Margarita River for Camp 
Pendleton, a Marine Corps facility. The other item they left out was 
$6,000,000 for a classified project. We are not making a request that 
the latter be put back in. 
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Chairman McKetiar. Now, as to the dam, what is the purpose of 
your building such a dam / 
* Admiral Ciextron. I believe. sir, we ought to ask General Hill. of 
the Marine ( ‘orps, to testi fy on that project. 

Chairman McKeruar. Is he here ¢ 

Admiral Ciexron. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKeuiar. We shall be glad to have him answer that. 


Camp Penpb.Letron, CALIF. 
SANTA MARGARITA RIVER DAM 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM P. T. HILL, USMC, QUARTER- 
MASTER GENERAL OF THE MARINE CORPS 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


General Hitz. My name is William P. T. Hill, major general, 
United States Marine Corps, Quartermaster General of the Marine 
Corps. 

1 have been delegated the business of operating the Marine Corps 
Establishment. 

The restoration which we pray will be reinstated is $11,896,000 for 
the construction of a dam, earth-filled, on the Santa Margarita Rive: 
at Camp Pendleton, Oceanside, Calif. 

When we took over Camp Pendleton on December 31, 1942, there 
Was a stipulated judgment between the Vale interests and the Santa 
Margarita ranch interests whereby the water in the Santa Margarita 
Basin was divided up two-thirds to the Santa Margarita ranch and 
one-third to the Vale ranch interests. There were a few intervenors 
who got a small amount of water. 

There are two basins in the Santa Margarita Valley, the lower basi 
and the upper basin, which yield water from wells.in the ground. 

At the present time all our water comes from the wells. 


PURPOSE OF DAM 


However, we have a vested right, in accordance with this stipulated 
judgment, that we have certain riparian rights to the water in the 
river. ‘This dam will impound the floodwaters which presently ru 
off. They will take no water from anyone. 

We have good records from 1925 to 1943 previous to our Coming in, 
January 1, 1943. 

Now, these records show that 2.289 acre-feet in 1924-25 went to the 
ocean. In 1 year, sir, 1937-38, 124.942 acre-feet were spilled into the 
ocean. January 21, 1943, in 1 day 16,852 acre-feet would have been 
impounded had the dam been there at the time. 

The average runoff, 1925 to 1943, net after diversion of 4,989 acre 
feet, is 35,000 acre-feet of water. 

Presently two of our wells have gone salt. That is about 400 parts 
per million of chlorine content. We fear if we continue pumping 
the basin that more of our wells in the lower Santa Margarita basin 
will go salt. 


90549—A1 14 
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Senator ELLeNpeR. How many wells do you have altogether ¢ 
General Hux. About 100 all over. Fifty are in the Santa Ma: 
garita Basin. The others are in basins which are not germane to thie 

Santa Margarita Basin. 

Senator Exnenper. Of what benefit would this dam be to these 
ranches ¢ 

General Hitz. It would be of benefit only to the Santa Margarita 
ranch, which was the larger. It had 792 square miles in this ranc’). 
We acquired approximately 134,000 acres when we took the ranc|, 
over. 

Senator Extenper. What kind of benefits will accrue to that ranch / 

General Hinz. It will be certain that the Marine Corps has adequate 
water supply to protect the Government’s present investment in that 
location. 

Senator Evtenper. I am speaking of the private owners. 

General Hiiu. None, sir. 

Senator E.itenper. It will not benefit the private owners at all / 

General Hix. No, sir. 

Senator Exzenper. This is done strictly to make water available 
for the Marine Corps? 

General Hutz. To impound, sir, the floodwaters that would other- 
wise go to the sea. 

Chairman McKetuxar. There is a time when we are all trying to 
save every dollar we can, and there is a time when we are trying to 
make our Navy the strongest Navy in the world. That is the way 
we all feel about it. Could not a proposal like this be postpone: 
until we are in a different situation? There is a tremendous drain 
on the Public Treasury at the present time, as you know. 

Now, it would seem just offhand that that might be a project that 
could be postponed. I want to say that no man in the world ever has 
been a stronger advocate of dams than I have been during my forty 
odd years in the Congress. 


WATER RIGHTS AT DAMSITE 


Senator Knowtanp. Mr. Chairman, on that ppint, I might say that 
I think the Navy would be well advised not to ask for the reinstall 
tion of this item at this time. ‘The matter is in dispute in the courts 
as to the water rights in that area, 

I intend to keep an open mind on the subject. The item was stricke: 
out of the House bill. I shall be forced to resist very vigorously in 
the commitee and, if necessary, on the floor, the reinstitution of this 
item until there can be an agreement relating to the water rights of 
the State. 

Chairman McKeiuiar. As the Senator knows, I have for a long time 
been in favor of dams. I was one of the first who undertook to hav: 
the Government build them and I have been laughed at for dreaming 
of such a thing. 

My prejudice is all in favor of the dam but I should think that at 
a time like this, when our country is in danger, that a proposal of 
this kind, if it can be postponed, ought to be postponed. I should like 
to have your view on that, why it could not be postponed. 

General Hitt. Might I answer the chairman’s question? 

Chairman McKetxar. Yes, sir, I want you to answer that. 
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General Hii. We have felt that this dam has been necessary for a 
long, long time, but due to the economy of the country after the war 
with Japan was over, it was put off each year and each year and 
each year. 

Now, the Government has an investment of $75 million presently 
in Camp Pendleton. Unless we are assured of a water supply, we will 
be forced to look elsewhere for a post and station to train a fleet 
marine force for future wars. 


CAPITAL INVESTMENT OF INSTALLATION 


Senator Youne. May I interrupt you there for a second’ What is 
the Marine Corps investment at that installation / 

General Hun. The Marine Corps’ portion of the Navy investment, 
sir, is approximately $75 million plus the Fallbrook Ammunition 
Depot of about $9 million plus the naval hospital of about $8 million. 

Senator Younc. How many people do we have there ¢ 

General Hitt. Might I state it off the record / 

Chairman McKetrar. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 


WATER SUPPLY 


Senator ELLenver. You say you have 100 wells all together ? 

General Hitt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Eitenper. How long have those that are now turning salt 
been in use ¢ 

General Hii. They were in use prior to the time of our occupancy 
and they were the wells on the lower part of the river. They were 
used for irrigation by the Santa Margarita ranch interests. 

Chairman McKetxiar. At what time? 

General Hixu. Prior to the Second World War. 

Senator Eitenper. What does it cost to dig a well ? 

General Hitz. Sir, it does not cost very much to dig a well, but the 
water supply is not available in the Santa Margarita ranch area, 
that is, the Santa Margarita watershed narrows down to the ocean 
and goes to two other watersheds, and we only have a small portion 
of this. 

We are practically supersaturated now as far as putting new wells 
n is concerned. That will just lower the level of the underground 
storage capacity, thereby permitting more salt water to encroach 
on the basin as we pump more. 

Senator Ex.tenper. How long has it been since you noticed these 
wells becoming salt ? 

General Hint. About 4 years. 


WATER RIGHTS IN DISPUTE 


Senator Knowranp. Mr. Chairman, at this point, I would like to 
isk to have put in the record the discussion that took place on the 
floor of the Retin of Representatives dealing with this item, whrch 
ippears starting on page 13151 of the Congressional Record of October 
10. I also will ask permission, Mr. Chairman, if I deem it advisable 
iter, to put into the hearings some information from the hearings 
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before the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs showing 
that this item is in dispute as to water rights in that area of the 
country. 

Also, IT ask to have put in the record at this point, an article which 
appeared in the Los Angeles Times of October 9, 1951, which throw 
further light on the subject. 

Chairman McKetiar. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


Excerpr From CONGRESSIONAL Recoorp 


(S2d Cong., Ist sess., pp. 18151-13152) 

Mr. Saytor. On page 9 of the bill there appears an item on line 13 of $909 
024.460 for the Navy I understand included in that item is a sum slightly in 
excess of $11,000,000 for the construction of a dam on the Santa Margarita River 

ear Camp Pendleton. Is that correct? 

Mr. Manton. That is richt 

Mr. Saytor. The gentleman is familiar with the testimony of General Hi! 
before the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs on Monday of this 
week 

Mr. Mauon. That is right. The gentleman is correct. The gentleman and | 
have discussed this matter previously 

Mr. Saytor. At that time General Hill admitted that he did not know whether 
the water was physically available in the river, if the dam were built: and 
secondly, if the water really were available, whether the Navy owned it. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. MAHON. T have not carefully read his testimony, but serious doubt has 
heen raised with respect to the project. The gentleman from Califoria, Mr 
Sheppard, will offer, on behalf of the committee, an amendment which will strike 
this proposed dam out of the bill It will be stricken from the bill. if the House 
approves, and the Armed Forces will be forbidden, by this act of the Congress, 
from proceeding with this proposed dam. I thank the gentleman for his contri 
bution. There can be no mistaking the fact that if the Congress approves the 
imendment offered by the gentleman from Califoria, Mr. Sheppard, these 
funds will be stricken from the bill and the committee will follow through i: 
seeing that concressional action is given full force and effect. 

Mr. Saytor. I bave that amendment prepared, but if a member of the committees 
will offer it, | will be glad to have him do so 

Mr. Matton. I thank the gentleman 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Manon. I yield to the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. DrEVERE The gentleman realizes that out at Camn Pendleton we have 
an investment of something like $75,000,000. To replace that investment today 
would cost around $200,000,000. If we do not get water from that installation out 
there, the possibility presents itself that we will have to lose that entire invest 
ment. The gentleman also realizes that when that land was originally acquired 
there was an agreement in the purchase of the property that two-thirds of the 
water available in that area would be allocated to Camp Pendleton. Since that 
time opposition has developed through the expansion of Fall Brook, and surround 
inv’ facilities, that perhaps requires more water. But still we, as Members of 
Convress, should look into this thing very thorouchly and take steps to protect 
our investment, and not be penny-wise and pound-foolish. 

Mr. Manon. The gentleman makes a very good point. The fact that this money 
s stricken out at this time does not mean that probably further investigation wi 
eveal that the dam mavy have to be constructed in any event, but it will not be 
constructed unless there is further action by the Congress. The gentleman is 
right, that we will have to take necessary steps to provide water facilities for this 
very expensive and important installation. 
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{Los Angeles Times, Tuesday, October 9, 1951] 
McGratu Deries Fatt Brook FarMeRS IN WATER Dispur 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY GENERAL TO PUSH SUITS DESPITE CONGRESS PROBI 
(By Ed Ainsworth) 


United States Atterney General McGrath, visiting here yesterday, issued an 
ultimatum to the farmers of Fall Brook. 

It is that the suit against them by the United States Government over their 
water rights on the Santa Margarita River is going to continue “despite the 
investigations of any congressional committees.” 

His edict was issued in response to specific questions by the Times in a special 
interview. 

The Attorney General, here for the $100-a-plate Democratic Jackson Day 
dinner held last night at the Palladium, said earlier vesterday that, in his “con 
sidered opinion,” President Truman will be a candidate for reelection. 


CITES CAMPAIGN ISSUES 


McGrath, Democratic national chairman in 1948, said he believes the dominant 
issues in the next presidential campaign will be claims for success in managing 
foreign affairs, continuing domestic prosperity, and blocking of Communist forces 
in Enrope. He expressed optimism over Democratic chances in this campaign. 

“The party,” he said, “is confident and united.” 

Getting back to the Fall Brook case, which is aimed at about 14,000 individual 
defendants, McGrath said the Federal suit will continue unles the entire Con 
gress, by formal enactment, forbids him to proceed further. 

Joining him in a portion of the interview was A. DeVitt Vanech, Assistant 
United States Attorney General, who did make one concession to the thousands 
of small farmers. 


NEW TIME EXTENSION 


Vanech, with MeGrath’s approval, announced that he will ask the United 
States District Court at San Diego on November 1 to extend once more the 
time given defendants to answer the suit. Originally, when the complaints 
were filed, each defendant was required to answered within 20 days or forfeit 
his water rights. 

This procedure was fought so strenuously by the Times, on behalf of the 
small farmers, that the United States Attorney General's office was foreed to zo 
into court and request the original delay to November 1, which was granted 
Dy the court. 

Now, the practical effect of the new announcement is to indicate that 
defendants will have still further time before facing forfeiture. 


PENDING LEGISLATION 


McGrath's disclosure yesterday that the serving of complaints will continue 
no matter what are the recommendations of congressional committees investigat 
ng the suit, was in response to a question concerning pending legislation before 
Congress. This legislation, introduced by Democratic Representative Clinton 
McKinnon, of San Diego, would have the net effect of nullifying the Attorney 
General’s suit, if it is passed by Congress. It followed a hearing in Fallbrook 
by a congressionial investigationg committee headed by Democratic Representa 
tive Clair Engle which denounced the suit in the strongest terms. 

However, Congress is in the closing rush and it is doubtful whether the 
egislation can be enacted prior to adjournment, although it is considered 
probable that it will pass when Congress reconvenes in January. 

In view of Congress’ concern with this Fallbrook matter and the probability 
that it will take some action at least in the next session, would you consider 
i sort of truce in the serving of complaints pending its reconvening in Januar) 

0 save money on process servers and all the attendant expense?” was the 
question asked McGrath 

He hestitated about answering at first. 

Then, later, he said with emphasis that positively the serving of complaints 
Will not be slowed and the snit will be pushed ahead as fast as possible 


; 
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He declared that “some congressional committee is looking into everything 
we do, every case we have,” and that to slow up pending congressional acti, 
would disrupt his entire Department. 


SEES NOTHING UNUSUAL 


“But, Mr. MeGrath,” he was asked, “this case has been described as tl: 
biggest in the West with these 14,000 or so defendants, and we all know it is 
very costly. Wouldn't it be possible to save a lot of money if further complaints 
were held up until Congress can decide on this legislation which may nullify th: 
suit?” 

“There's nothing unusual about the case,” he countered. 

“Why, we've had one just like it up in Oregon,” Vanech asserted. 

“What was that?” 

“Well, it was a case involving 1,800 defendants.” 

“In a military establishment?’ 

“Well, no.” 

The so-called Fallbrook case involves Marine Camp Pendleton adjoining Fa 
brook. 

14,000 DEFENDANTS 


United States Attorney General McGrath is suing the 14,000 defendants oste 
sibly to determine the water rights of Camp Pendleton, although the camp a: 
the Navy had worked out a perfectly amicable arrangement with local citizens 
over water of the Santa Margarita to be stored behind a new dam. This agre: 
ment was overturned by the Attorney General's office. 

McGrath insisted yesterday that his department does not wish to take anything 
away from the rightful owners but that the suit was the only way to determi: 
those rights. 

That it is the only way has been vigorously challenged by California wate: 
lawyers, all the Congressmen who have investigated the case, and many lec: 
authorities in other parts of the Nation. 

Even Democratic State Attorney General Brown—after much prodding by the 
Times and others—finally intervened in the case, too, on behalf of the people of 
California. 

But MeGrath « tended yesterday that it would not have been sufficient to 
determine the water rights under California law and California procedure and 
that it had to be done with a Federal suit in Federal court. 

He was particularly vehement in stating that no congressional committe: 
is going to push the Attorney General into dropping the suit. 

He declared the suit is being brought on behalf of the United States taxpayers 
to determine Camp Pendleton’s rights in the only way it can be done. 

The defendants—the thousands of small farmers—have contended that the 
whole matter could have been settled so the camp had an assured supply and 
the local people got the safe remainder, if the Attorney General had not upset 
the agreement with the Navy. 


WATER RIGHTS ON SANTA MARGARITA WATERSHED 


Chairman McKe.tar. How far is this from Los Angeles? 

Senator KNow.anp. It is north of San Diego. 

Chairman McKettar. About how far? 

Senator Know.anp. About 50 miles north of San Diego. 

Chairman McKetiar. Any other questions, gentlemen? 

General Hiri. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement on this item whi: 
I should like to present for the record. 

Chairman McKe tar. Without objection, that may be done. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. W. P. T. Hitt, USMC, QUARTERMASTER GENERA! 
THE MARINE Corps 


The present controversy over the water rights of the Santa Margarita wate: 
shed jeopardizes the very existence of the major Marine Corps facility of ¢! 
west coast, Camp Joseph H. Pendleton at Oceanside, Calif. The entire plan: 
and development program of Camp Pendleton and continuance of the comp 
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and successful accomplishment of its mission as a Fleet Marine Force training 
facility is predicated on assurance of an adequate water supply. Engineers 
have ascertained that this can best be accomplished through construction of an 
earthfill dam (submitted as the project entitled “Correction of Deficiencies in 
Raw Water Supply”), at the junction of Santa Margarita River and De Luz 
Creek, which will develop the existing potential water resources and protect the 
riparian rights now accruing to the land. ; 

In order to fully acquaint the committee with the function of Camp Pendleton 
and the existing situation in regard to the water supply, as well as the history 
of the problem, the following facts are submitted to the record, for it is a 
certainty that unless an adequate water supply is assured, consideration must 
be given to moving the activities now at Camp Pendleton to some other location 
where natural resources are more plentiful, and this would be a costly and ineffi 
cient undertaking. 

General.—Camp Pendleton is situated on the coast of southern California 
about 50 miles north of San Diego, extending north from Oceanside to San 
Clemente. It covers an area of 124,310.86 acres of land, all Government-owned. 
The total Government investment in the Camp Pendleton area amounts to 
approximately $75,000,000 of which some $61,000,000 covers the cost of Camp 
Pendleton itself and the remaining $14,000,000 covers the cost of the United 
States naval ammunition depot at Fallbrook and the United States naval hospi- 
tal, which lies within the boundaries of Camp Pendleton. The station was 
initially activated in September 1942; its peak population during World War II 
was about 51,000, occurring in July 1944; the installation is a permanent, fully 
active facility of the Marine Corps. 

icquisition.—Until 1940, all Marine Corps activities in the San Diego area 
were centered at the Marine Corps base. Having been developed during peace- 
time, when the authorized strength of the Marine Corps was approximately 
20,000, the training and quartering facilities at the base were limited. The base 
was a barracks site only, with no facilities for tactical training or firing practice. 
All such training and firing was accomplished by transporting the troops to 
suitable areas, which were often at a considerable distance from San Diego 

These facilities and procedures were obviously unsuited to the requirements 
of the Marine Corps when the extensive increase in its strength occurred in 
1910, as authorized for all of the Armed Forces by the declaration of a limited 
national emergency. This need had been foreseen and the immediate require- 
ment resulted in the acquisition of the land later known as Camp Elliott. Con- 
tinued expansion and increased concentration of Marine Corps activities on the 
west coast indicated the need fer further land acquisition. Surveys of possible 
sites were continued and the most desirable was found to be the Rancho Santa 
Margarita y Las Flores for which negotiations were in progress on the eve of 
World War II. 

In February 1942, the Commandant of the Marine Corps recommended that 
the Secretary of the Navy approve the purchase of the Rancho Santa Margarita 
for use as a training center for approximately 20,000 men with probable expan- 
sion to 30,000 men. He proposed the construction of temporary facilities for 
one division plus one Infantry regiment, including housing, combat training 
ireas, and ranges. This recommendation was approved in March 1942. Con- 
demnation proceedings were instituted, and on July 9, 1942, a court order for 
immediate possession was granted. Title was vested in the United States on 
December 31, 1942, pursuant to the declaration of taking filed that date. (The 
Secretary of the Navy informed the Governor of California on September 8, 1943, 
that jurisdiction over the land was accepted by the Navy Department on behalf 
of the United States, and a year later on September 21, 1944, he declared Camp 
Pendleton a permanent establishment. ) 

‘he major part of the land composing Camp Pendleton was owned by the 
heirs of the Flood and Baumgartner estates. The condemnation proceeding by 

hich most of the land was acquired was entitled “United States v. 123,620 acres 

‘ land, more or less, in San Diego and Orange Counties, California; Maude Lee 
lood, et al., Civil No. 197-SD”. The final judgment, dated April 12, 1943, set 
total amount of $4,110,035 as the just compensation to be paid. The final 
judgment stipulated the acquisition by the United States of a leasehold interest 
stead of fee simple title in approximately 1,415.7 acres of land in Orange 
County at an annual rental of $1. This leasehold was later terminated and a 
title in fee simple to 112.11 acres of the original leasehold was obtained under 
deed dated February 8, 1949, for $7,225, from the owner, Citizens National Trust 
« Savings Bank of Los Angeles, as trustee under the will of Jerome O'Neill 
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deceased. This land in Orange County at the northern boundary of Can, 
Pendleton is the site of Camp Talega (Tent Camp No. 3). Later, when it wa 
found necessary to increase the impact area of one of the artillery ranges, a 
condemnation action entitled “United States of America vy. 1,676.58 acres of land 
in San Dieyo County, California, George Henry Hutson, ct al., Civil No. 321-8) 
was instituted on December 22, 1943, and this additional land was ther: 
acquired. 

Wission.—Camp Pendleton is now being actively used to house, train, proce 
stage, supply, and hospitalize units of the Fleet Marine Force, and other jx 
sonnel, It is one of the two bases (the other is Camp Lejeune, N. C.) capable of 
providing facilities for training and support of ground forces of division. 

The Marine Corps forces at Camp Pendleton are composed of several co 
ponents: the Marine Barracks, the Training and Replacement Command, t 
Marine Corps supply depot, the Marine Corps tracked vehicle training and ey 
perimental units, the Third Marine Brigade, and force troops, Fleet Mari 
Force, Pacific. In addition, upon cessation of hostilities in Korea, Camp I 
dleton must be made available to accommodate the First Marine Division. Ther 
are two naval activities at Camp Pendleton, the United States naval hospita 
and the naval ammunition depot, Fallbrook. 

The mission of the Marine barracks is to provide necessary housing and tra 
ing facilities for special schools, for units of the Fleet Marine Force, and f 
units of the Organized Marine Corps Reserve during periods of active duty 
training 

The mission of the Training and Replacement Command is to receive, process 
and conduct combat training, including physical conditioning for personnel 
be assigned to replacement drafts for shipment overseas to the Korean theater 

The Field Medical Training Battalion has a mission of instructing and train 
ing officer and enlisted personnel of the Medical and Dental Departments of tl» 
Navy to fit them to perform combat duties in the field with Fleet Marine Force 
units 

The mission of the Marine Corps supply depot is to provide logistic support 
and material maintenance and storage for Fleet Marine Force and garrison units 
in the immediate geographical area of Camp Pendleton. This depot has a med 
ical supply section which provides for receipt, storage, distribution, and supply 
of medical and dental supplies and equipment to Fleet Marine Force units based 
at Camp Pendleton, for Fleet Marine Force air units, for Fleet Marine Forc« 
units located outside the United States, and for reserve supply storage. Limited 
manufacturing (i. e., revision of field medical units, ete.,) is also performed 

The Marine tracked vehicle test and experimental unit tests, develops a 
experiments with landing vehicles, tracked vehicles, and affiliated equipment as 
directed by the Bureau of Ships. 

The mission of the Third Marine Brigade is to serve as a component part of the 
Fleet Marine Force, Pacific, as a force in readiness for immediate employmet 
with the fleet in the seizure, occupation, and defense of advance naval bases, and 
to serve as a force in readiness for any operations directed by higher authority 
In addition, present strategic requirements indicate the additional mission 
executive amphibious operations in support of the Army. Thus it must be orga 
ized, trained, and equipped for immediate amphibious employment in tropica 
temperate, and cold-weather operations against the most probable enemies of the 
United States 

The mission of force troops, Fleet Marine Force, Pacific, Camp Pendleton, is 
to attain a state of proficiency through training in the particular specialized 
field of each unit so as to be prepared to operate with and in support of Marine 
division units in operation against an enemy. Headquarters, force troops, Fleet 
Marine Force, Pacific, is necessarily located at Camp Pendleton to exercise m 
tary command over component units since Headquarters, Fleet Marine Forc: 
Pacific, is located in the Hawaiian area. 

The United States naval hospital, which is situated within the boundaries « 
Camp Pendleton, provides general clinical and hospitalization services to me 
the requirements for Marine and Navy shore activities (including activities for- 
merly supported by the United States naval hospital], Long Beach, Calif.), and 
fleet units presently operating in the area; in addition, it provides joint hos 
pitalization services for the Army and the Air Force. More specifically, definitive 
care and hospitalization is provided for: training and other casualties whic! 
eceur: communicate disesses: cases reouiring special diagnostic facilities: 
cases that mav suddenly occur as the result of ep'demic., accident, food poise 
ing, ete.; dependents care on an in-patient and out-patient basis: receipt 
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civilian castalties and civilian employee casualties that may occur in the area, 
which, due to emergency or other reasons cannot be handled by local civilian 
facilities. 

In addition to those units regularly based at Camp Pendleton, excellent train 
ing facilities are provided for the Marine Corps Reserve units during their 
periods of active duty It is essential that these Reserve units receive the maxi 
mum training prac ticable in the short annual training periods available. Camp 
Pendleton offers all the training facilities required by the various types of Le 
serve units assigned there and because of its central location with respect to the 
bulk of the western Reserve units, Camp Pendleton provides maximum use of the 
training time available 

Suitability of location The most important function of Camp Pendleton is 
its support of the Fleet Murine Force in the fiscal year 1952, it is estimated 
that about 53 percent of the Fleet Marine Force will eventually be based at Camp 
Pendleton and approximately the same amount during periods of full mobiliza 
tion. Fleet Marine Force, Pacific, provides the necessary trained landing force 
to operate with the Pacific Fleet for the seizure of advance bases and for the 
conduct of land warfare in a naval campaign. The troops must also be trained 
and ready to participate in land warfare such as that in which they are presently 
engaged in Korea. Camp Pendleton is particularly well suited as to location 
for the task of supporting these forces. The major Pacific-type commanders 
nvolved are located in the San Diego-Los Angeles urea, and facilities are readily 
available in that area for joint training for operations with the fleet 

All amphibious training of Fleet Marine Force units on the west coust is con 
ducted by the Amphibious Training Command, which includes naval amphibious 
units and troop training units. Amphibious-type commanders (CombPhibi’ac 
and PhibTraPac) and usually an amphibious group equipped with all the neces 
sary facilities required for amphibious training are located in Naval Amphibious 
Base, Coronado, or elsewhere in the San Diego Harbor. 

There is no question concerning the desirability of basing Fleet Marine 
Force units as close to the required training facilities as possible. Camp 
Pendleton is the nearest land area (approximately 50 miles from San Diego) 
to these training facilities which could be called suitable for the land and war 
fare training of the Fleet Marine Force. In addition, the Marine Corps Air 
Station at El. Toro and the Marine Corps air facility at Santa Ana provide the 
necessary air support (including troop transportation) for Fleet Marine Force 
units at Camp Pendleton The present proximity to Camp Pendleton of all 
west coast commands which are primarily charged with amphibious functions 
provides a great continuity in training and in operating efficiency; such 
would not be the case were not Camp Pendleton or a like facility located as it is. 

The location of Camp Pendleton is particularly advantageous in that it is 
readily accessible to the ports of embarkation at San Diego and Long Beach. 
Regardless of where Fleet Marine Force units are based, they must be prepared 
to embark in ships on short notice and to be effective, all combat supplies for an 
amphibious assault against hostile shores must accompany the troops. It is 
apparent that great loss of time and money would result if the home base of 
any large Fleet Marine Force unit were far removed from a port of embarkation; 
the nearby location of the Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, provides 
further saving in time and expense in transportation of trained recruits to 
join Fleet Marine Force units at Camp Pendleton 

A most obvious advantage of the present location is its central location with 
respect to existing supply activities, which render the necessary logistic support 
to the Fleet Marine Forces. Within the confines of Camp Pendleton is located 
a Marine Corps supply depot which serves all Fleet Marine Force and garrison 
mits in the immediate geographical area. The Naval Ammunition Depot at 
Fallbrook, which adjoins Camp Pendleton, stores all of the Fleet Marine 
Force ammunition required for training and operating. The Marine Corps 
Depot of Suplies, San Francisco, including its Barstow annex, stores all major 
items of engineer and other supplies to suport Marine Corps troops operating 
n the Pacific. The Naval Supply Depot at San Diego also has a major re 
sponsibility in providing supplies for naval amphibious forces, including the 
Fleet Marine Force. 

In addition to the convenient location of Camp Pendleton w : 
logistical and other factors, the climate and topography are especially favorable 
for the training of Fleet Marine Force units. The average yearly temperature 

61.4° and the range from a high of 101° to a low of about 30° is ideal for 
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year-around training. The average yearly rainfall is but about 11 inches 
The topography, which ranges from gently rolling to rugged mountainous te: 
rain affords ideal conditions for all types of training. Of tremendous import 
are the 27,000 yards of ocean front which includes suitable landing beaches for 
conducting all phases of amphibious training. 

Marine Corps Aviation.—The proximity of the Marine Corps Air Stati 
at El Toro and the Marine Corps air facility, Santa Ana, which are appro 
mately 40 miles north of Camp Pendleton, is of great infportance to the traini 
of the Fleet Marine Force troops, for at these stations are based the aviation 
units of the Fleet Marine Force, Pacific. Aviation is an organic part of the 
Fleet Marine Forces and close air support of ground forces is a development of 
the Marine Corps which has been battle proven time after time. The techniques 
and procedures for the conduct of close air support are quite complex, and con 
tinuous training of the air and ground units is required if a high state of readi 
ness is to be maintained. The close proximity of Marine Corps Air Station, 
E| Toro, permits this continuous and coordinated training. 

The Marine air-ground team (First Marine Division-First Marine Air Wing) 
now operating in Korea was deployed from the Camp Pendleton-El Toro bases 
and their effectiveness is a matter of record. 

This high state of proficiency in air-ground cooperation was brought about 
by continuous joint training conducted during the years preceding the outbreak 
of hostilities in that theater. 

It is considered essential that the air station with the supporting aircraft be 
located near the supported ground troops, and indeed the El Toro and Santa 
Ana air stations were acquired and developed with the specific intent of placing 
them near Camp Pendleton just as on the east coast, the Marine Corps Air Sta 
tion at Cherry Point was developed near Camp Lejeune, N. C. 

From the aviation point of view, Camp Pendleton offers many training 
facilities which would be difficult to duplicate at any other site. Within the 
reservation are bombing and rocket ranges for maintenance of pilot proficiency 
and an impact area where live munitions may be dropped in connection with 
troop exercises. Bases at the Marine Corps air facility, Santa Ana, are observa 
tion and helicopter squadrons whose missions require their working with tle 
ground troops at all times. Recent Marine operations in Korea have proved that 
the helicopter is an essential military vehicle and although the helicopter does 
not require a prepared landing field, it is still a large, complex aircraft which 
requires extensive maintenance and logistic support, which can only be furnished 
by the facilities of a nearby air station. 

Mobilization plans call for the activation of additional air stations and ai: 
facilities in the vicinity of the Camp Pendleton area. Selection of these fields 
was based on required training with the ground units based at Camp Pendleton 

Continental availability of Camp Pendicton Marines—Fleet Marine Fore 
units live and train at Camp Pendleton and are a ready force capable of imn 
diate deployment to any trouble spot in the world, the most recent examp) 
of this being the initial and continued movement of sorely needed Marine Corps 
forces from Camp Pendleton to Korea, but in addition to availability of Marin 
forces at Camp Pendleton for deployment overseas, it must be emphasized t 
the Marines are a ready force capable of immediate movement either inside 01 
outside the United States. In the event of war, the Marine forces at Camp 
Pendleton may be one of the only large forces of ground troops initially available 
for the defense of southern California, and certainly the aircraft industry of 
California is high on the list of potential targets, along with the power stations 
and petroleum refineries located there. In the event of domestic catastrophes 
such as earthquake, fire, atomic or conventional bombing, or biological or radi 
logical contamination, the Camp Pendleton Marines may also be called upo: 
render aid and prevent violation of law and order should the facilities of the 
established civilian agencies of southern California or elsewhere, be overtaxed 

Terrain and water supply.—At the time of initial acquisition of the land now 
comprising Camp Pendleton, the lack of development in the area was very « 
dent. Except for the cultivation of a few bean and grain fields borde 
the coast, the land was utilized exclusively as an open cattle range. The country 
was uninhabited and the few existing buildings were occupied by ranch e! 
ployees, tenant farmers, and section hands working for the railroad. 

Such a situation probably resulted from several influences. First, the vast 
size of the single undivided land holding was, no doubt, a contributing factor 
Second, the profitable use of the land for cattle raising had its influences 
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Third, the lack of a plentiful and reliable source of surface water supply re- 
stricted development. The surface waters, though at times exceedingly large 
in volume, are undependable in general. 

Bordering the Pacific Ocean on the westerly portion of Camp Pendleton lies 
a coastal belt consisting of gently sloping benches or terraces with an average 
width of two miles and attaining elevations of more than 200 feet above sea level. 
These terraces form precipitous sea cliffs at the ocean shore. Between the base 
of the cliffs and the ocean, stretches a narrow coastal beach of varying width. 

At the landward side of the coastal plains, the terrain changes in the major 
part to high rolling or steeply sloping hills, separated by deep narrow interlocking 
valleys, giving rise to a generally rough mountainous relief. In the southerly 
portions of the camp below the Santa Margarita River, the hilly areas attain 
a height of 500 to 900 feet. North of the river the hills are known as the San 
Onofre Hills. These extend as far north as the Arroyo San Mateo, are about 
3 miles wide, are parallel to the coast, and reach elevations of 500 to 1,400 feet. 
An elevation of 1,720 fet is attained at the top of San Onofre Mountain. These 
hills are flanked on the east by a dissected terrace 300 to 500 feet high. 

Beyond the terrace east of the San Onofre Hills, the country gives way to 
the Santa Margarita Mountains, where an elevation of 2,700 feet is reached at 
Santa Margarita Peak. These mountains form a part of the highland area which 
extends southward forming the backbone of the peninsula of lower Oalifornia. 
Northward it becomes broader and more complex, rising in the lofty San Jacinto 
and San Bernardino Ranges; the region between is filled with mountains and 
valleys irregularly dispersed. 

A number of short drainage ways provide complete drainage for the hill 
country. Several larger water courses cut across the mountain and hill country 
running westerly and south-westerly to the oceans. Principal among these is 
the Santa Margarita River. The streams are normally dry except during the 
“rainy” season. 

Characteristic of the southern California coastal region, the summers are 
warm and dry, and the winters are cool and wet. The rainy season begins in 
late October and continues until April; about one-half inch of rain falls during 
the remainder of the year. In some areas of Camp Pendleton near the coast, 
the average annual rain fall amounts to only about 10 inches, while in other 
parts as much as 18 inches sometimes falls. 

Records of past years point to the fact that the Santa Margarita area is sub- 
ject to floods during the rainy season. These floods sometimes attain a magni- 
tude of damaging proportions. Such floods occurred in 1916, 1927, and 1937. The 
flood of 1916 was the most severe on record, and was the cause of uch damage 

» the railroad, the highway, and ranch facilities. Transportation along the 
highway and the railroad was suspended for many days, aid the ranch was 
practically isolated. 

A flood of less serious proportions occurred in the winter of 1942-43. Some 
damage resulted, but owing to precautionary measures taken in the development 
program the damage suffered was relatively minor. 

\s previously stated, the principal source of water at Camp Pendleton is 
from the Santa Margarita River, which carries the runoff of the Temecula 
Creek-Santa Margarita watershed, a total area of about 735 square miles. The 
Temecula Creek-Santa Margarita River originates approximately 50 miles in- 
and from the Pacific Ocean on the western slopes of the mountain range dividing 
the desert areas and the Pacific coastal plain. The river passes through privately 
held agricultural lands in its upper regions, then through Camp Pendleton to a 
point of discharge into the Pacific Ocean approximately 2 miles north of Ocean 
side 

In years past, during the development of agricultural lands within the water 
shed, the water resources were drawn upon by pumping underground storage 
waters and by ditch diversions of the stream flow into distribution reservoirs of 
small capacity. There were no restrictions on the amount each owner could 
divert. The Vail Co. and the old Rancho Santa Margarita became the principal 
isers, the only two underground pump basins of any size in the watershed being 
within their lands, The two major pump basins are referred to as the Temecula 
and Santa Margarita pump basins. The Vail Co. properties aggregate approxi 
mately 80,000 acres, and the Rancho Santa Margarita lands, prior to sale of a 
portion of the properties to the United States Government, totaled approximately 
104,000 acres. Camp Pendleton (including the United States naval hospital) of 
approximately 124,000 acres, and the United States naval ammunition depot, 
Fallbrook, about 9,000 acres, now comprise that portion of the former Rancho 
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Santa Margarita lands lying in the vicinity of the Santa Margarita River and 
within the county of San Diego, with the exception of a few scattered sma 
parcels of property not acquired by the Government 

About 1923, the Rancho Santa Margarita complained to the Vail Co. that 
latter party was extracting excessive quantities of water from the stream 
placing the water supply of the lower ranch in jeopardy. Legal actions 


sulted By a stipulated judgment rendered by the superior court, State of 
California, county of San Diego, December 26, 1940, the riparian rights to the 
waters of the Temecula Creek-Santa Margarita River were legally adjudicated 
The judgment apportioned all the waters of the Temecula CreeK-Santa Mar 
garita River to the Vail Co. and to the Rancho Santa Margarita in shares of 
one-third and two-thirds, respectively, with provision within that apportionment 
for limited withdrawal!s for certain intervenors, namely, Philip Playtor and 
executors of the will of Murray Schloss, deceased. The Judgment provided t} 
the very small diversions of the intervenors, totaling one miner's inch contim 
flow in the summer season and six miner's inches during the winter season 
were to be deducted from the Rancho Sauta Margarita’s share of the waters of 
the river 

Owners of land riparian to the river did and do still exist in addition to those 
who participated in the court action. However, those parties use relatively 
little water because of the small amount of irrigable land within their properties 
In addition to these consumers, the Fallbrook public-uitility district, by revocable 
license and permit issued July 20, 1932, by the Rancho Santa Margarita, with 
consent of the Vail Co., was allowed to divert a maximum of 10 miner’s inches 
continuous flow from the stream for the sole and exclusive purpose of supply 
the inhabitants of that district with water for domestic purposes. This publi 
utility district continues to divert water under that permit. It is noted that 
the permit does not include diversions for irrigation purposes 

An analysis of the judgment indicates that emphasis was placed on the in 
portance of the Temecula pump basin to the Vail Co. and, similarly, the Santa 
Margarita pump basins to the Rancho Santa Margarita as the two prime sources 
of underground storage water, no other pump basins being of any consequence 
It is evident that the court endeavored to assure a continuous flow at Temecula 
Gorge which would not seriously deplete the Temecula pump basin but which 
would assure sufficient replenishment, during the irrigation seasons, of the 
pump basins owned by the lower ranch and avoid serious lowering of the water 
planes of those basins to the point of danger from salt water intrusion. Temecnu 
Gorge, at the lower end of Temecula pump basin where bedrock is close to the 
surface, Was taken as the point of predication in determining the amount of 
writer to be diverted by the Vail Co. These diversions could be supplemented 
by “bonus water” as determined at the Windmill well 

In allocating the water of the stream to the Vail ranch and the Rancho Santa 
Margarita in shares of 3314 percent and 6624 percent, respectively, the judgment 
stipulated in very exact detail the manner and methods by which the amount 
of water were to be gaged, and locations of gaging stations were specified 
Stipulations as to “bonus water,” reductions of minimum flow, rights to cor 
struct dams or reservoirs, etc., were very exactly set forth. 

The United States Government is the successor in interest to all of the rights 
and obligations detailed in this stipulated judgment. 

The Rancho Santa Margarita, previous owners of Camp Pendleton and the 
United States naval ammunition depot lands, considered the feasibility of cor 
structing a dam at the head of the Santa Margarita pump basin and a few 
thousand feet downstream from the confluence of DeLuz Creek with the Santa 
Margarita River. The rancho prepared topographic maps of the dam-site area 
and went so far as to obtain core borings to determine the distance te bedrock 
in the stream bed. It was proposed to construct an earth-filled dam with spill 
way discharging at one side into an adjacent ravine. This ravine has good 
bedrock exposure and discharges downstream from the dam site 

During ownership by the rancho, studies were made of the Santa Margarita 
dam site by the Corps of Engineers, War Department. 

Since ownership of Santa Margzrita pump basins and adjacent land by 
United States Government and occupancy by military forces, it has bh« 
increasinzely important that the waters of the Santa Margarita River be 
served to meet the growing requirements of the Military Establishment an 
the same time satisfy the agricultural requirements within the camp bo 
aries. Justification for the construction of a dam for controlling the waters 
the river under a water conservation program is well established. Water is 


t hye 
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a premium in this region. Camp Pendleton, the Naval Ammunition Depot, Fall 
brook, and the United States naval hospital, Santa Margarita Ranch, located 
within the Camp Pendleton boundaries, are dependent upon the waters of the 
Santa Margarita River. 

The importance of the flood-control phase of the program has been greatly 
increased since establishment of Camp Pendleten as a permanent bast Instal 
lations of primary importance to the operation of the military base are located 
in the river valley. Further, access from the main camp to combat training 
areas to the north is via river fords. During periods of heavy stream flow and 
floods, conditions at these fords interrupt military traffic. The construction 
of a dam, with control of the flow of water through the river valley, will 
obviate the need of expensive bridge construction for essential access to traini: 
areas 

It is emphasized that the military demands will increase over the long-term 
program of Camp Pendleton development. Requirements of military activities, 
unlike those of the ranch, essentially an agricultural enterprise, necessitate con 
tinuous rather than seasonal replenishment of the lower pump basins 

Since 1942, the rights to the use of water from the Santa Margarita River 
has been authorized for military purposes in connection with Camp Pendleton, 
the naval hospital and the ammunition depot. Subterranean reservoirs fro) 
which water has been historically pumped by reason of the intermittent chai 
acter of the surface stream constitute one of the chief sources of water from this 
stream. Large quantities of water are pumped annually from these underground 
basins Due to drought for the past several years, in order to maintain these 
establishments, deficit pumping has been practiced—that is, more water has been 
pumped from those reservoirs than has entered them 


i 


Deficit pumping has so reduced the subterranean supply of water that there 
has been an intrusion into the subterranean basins from the Pacific Ocean. 
thereby rendering useless two of the wells formerly used. Further destructio 
of wells will ensue if means are not provided to dispense with the need for deficit 
pumping. The project for a dam is premised upon the availability of a supply 
of potable water from the surface and subsurface sources of the Santa Margar 
River 

A revocable license from the Rancho Santa Margarita permitted the Fal!broo! 
public utility district to withdraw a small amount of water for its use, but this 
district has been exceeding the authorized withdrawal for several years and has 
requested the State of California to permit further appropriation of water which, 
if permitted, will be diverted from the Santa Margarita River watershed 

Water users have sought in the past to appropriate water to the Santa Mar 
arita River and probably will in the future attempt to appropriate waters of 
the river. The safe yield of the underground basins has been and will continue 
to be reduced when any waters are so used. 


Avgravating the serious water situation is the low flow of the river since 
M4. A report of the United States Geological Survey stated in part, “Also 
is the evidence that the recurring below-normal precipitation since 1944 
brought to a close this period which is one of the wettest in the entire 
od on record. This wet period was centered about the 10-year period 1934-44 
* * and if this downward trend continues, a series of predominantly dry 
rs is in prospect for the immediate future 

With the underground basins already contaminated with salt water because 
Fexcessive withdrawals, drastic conservation of the water will be necessary u itil 
time as the river flow recharges the basins to safe level. These measures 
been in effect for some time Vegetation has been removed from the river 
leaks in water-distribution systems within the camp have been, are, and will 
jue to be promptly repaired. The treated effluent from the sewage-disposa] 

ts is being returned to the Santa Margarita Basin for reuse 
lawful diversion of any of the water of the Santa Margarita and its 
butaries by claimants to rights of the water, other than those in the stipulated 
dgment, reduces the yield and the Government must establish its rights to 
ater and defend those rights against any encroachment. Accordingly, the 
lited States of America, through the Department of Justice, has entered suit 
tinst a large number of individuals who have been practicing what is con 
lered to be illegal appropriation of the water of the Santa Margurita water 
ed. This suit, in addition to firmly establishing the rights and interests of 
he United States, will also serve to quiet title and define positively the rig':ts of 
iny of the small landowners in this area. Only by successful prosecution of 
8 legal action and by the provision of the dam described herein can there be 
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any assurance of the continuation of the three military installations of 
Camp Pendleton area. 

Historical records, as interpreted by trained authorities, indicate that expe: 
rainfall over the years will be sufficient to fill the dam and the undergro 
basins, and therev furnish sufficient water to meet the needs, but only if « 
croachment is elim nated. 

The already serious situation will inevitably become even more dange: 
with the required expansion of Camp Pendleton, caused by the need for trai: 
many thousands more marines who are to be based there under the author 
expansion of the Marine Corps and the present emergency, and can only res 
in the abandonment of this station with the concomitant necessity of establis! 
a similar facility elsewhere. 

Relocation of Camp Pendleton facilities.—Relocation of the facilities at Camp 
Pendleton, which will be necessary without an assured and adequate w; 
supply, would be an expensive and difficult undertaking. Most serious of 
effects of such a change would be that the state of readiness of fleet ma: 
force units now based at Camp Pendleton would be considerably retarded 
addition, such a change would hinder the organization and proper training 
a third marine division. The net effect could be the temporary loss of suffi 
fleet marine forces to properly support the fleet in missions now assigned by 
Lack of a trained landing force at any interval of time could result in ser 
losses of vital naval bases essential to the fleet in the event of war as well as ¢! 
imposition of ill-afforded limitations to the fleet in its operations invol\ 
carrying the war to an enemy. 

The magnitude of the physical problem involved in replacing the facilit 
now provided by Camp Pendleton is apparent thronch examination of esse! 
characteristics required of such a site. In order to properly train and h 
Fleet Marine Force units comparable in size to those normally trained at C 
Pendleton, the facilities to be provided must include a cantonment are: 
maneuver area, a beach area, a combined-arms range, a landing field, a rey 
field, several drill fields, and numerous training-aids areas, all accompa! 
with necessary buildings and utilities. The cantonment area should be located 
in close proximity to the training aids and firing ranges. It is desirable that | 
area should contain about 5,000 acres and that it be located within about 
30-minute march of the firing ranges. The maneuver area should contain al» 
80,000 acres excluding the cantonment areas, the combined-arms range and 
permanently installed training range. It should contain a combination of ter: 
types and a portion of the area should have extensive beach frontage. It sh 
be located adjacent to the combined-arms range in order that both areas 
be utilized for one maneuver area. 

A combined-arms range of about 5 by 11 miles with varied terrain adj: 
to the beach and maneuver areas, is desirable. This range would be used 
field artillery, naval gun fire, mortar, antiaircraft artillery, antitank units 
tanks. Close-support aviation should be able to use this area during maneu 
and the facility should be so located that portions of the area could be prohil 
to commercial and private air traffic. 

About 15,000 yards of suitable landing beach areas should be available. 
beach frontage should be contained in the maneuver and combined-arms r 
so that amphibious landings of division magnitude may be conducted in ac 
ance with current doctrine. The longer axis of the combined-arms ranges s! 
extend inland from the beach in order to permit the combined arms to fi: 
ranges greater than the minimum and to allow displacement of artillery forwa! 
in support of the inland maneuvers. Available training aids necessary w 
include rifle ranges, pistol ranges, obstacle courses, machine-gun ranges, s 
machine-gun ranges, and combat-type rifle and light-machine-gun ranges 
division review area and regimental drill field must also be provided. 

The above summary of required site characteristics is indicative of the ™ 
culiarities required of an amphibious training base such as is now provi«: 
Camp Pendleton; certainly any search for another such area in the wester 
part of the United States would be difficult and unreasonable, especia 
view of the desirable location, climate, and facilities now available at C 
Pendleton. 

It has already been stated that the Government has invested approxi 
$75,000,000 in providing the facilities now available at Camp Pendelton an 
does not include the vast sums of money which have been expended for de\ 
ment of the amphibious training facilities at Sanp Diego, the Marine Cor) 
facilities at Santa Ana and El Toro, and the Marine Corps supply age 
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Barstow, Calif.; all of these sites have been acquired and developed in the 
area at least in part due to the present location of the Marine Corps training 
facilities at Camp Pendleton. 

It is estimated that replacement of existing facilities at Camp Pendleton 
would cost double the above amount, providing a suitable location could be 
found. 

Camp Pendleton also holds a most important place in the economic structure 
of San Diego County and the Oceanside area in particular. In the month of 
September 1951, $5,223,816 was paid to military and civilian personnel of Camp 
Pendleton. A great part of the monthly salaries finds its way into the various 
usiness enterprises of San Diego County. At present, the September 1951 ceil 
ing for civilian employees at Camp Pendleton is 2,005, which is a large per 
centage of the civilian population at Oceanside. In addition to salaries paid, 
local purchases by the Government increase the income of county residents 
During the fiscal year 1951, which was a relatively inactive year, being prior to 
Korea, the total amount of funds disbursed by the Government at Camp Pendle 
ton amounted to $47,749,199.08. 

Increased forces and construction projects planned for the current and next 
fiscal year will doubtless cause the above amounts to be exceeded. Certainly, 
ny decision (made necessary only by a correctable insufficient water supply) 
to move the facilities now at Camp Pendleton to another location will do great 
harm to the economy of San Diego County and to the livelihood of its residents 

Conclusion.—In summation, it is stated that Camp Pendleton is a vital part 
not only of the training of the Marine Corps but of the defense of the Nation 
itself. It is also a major contributor to the economic welfare of southern Cali 
fornia and its loss would have deleterious effects upon the civilian economy. 

The United States will be placed in jeopardy if a training base equivalent to 
Camp Pendleton is not maintained. There is no known equivalent of Camp 
Pendleton and if one were found, the enormous expense of rebuilding at a new 
location and the time involved would also constitute perils. The continuance 
of Camp Pendleton and the successful accomplishment of its mission are predi 
cated on an adequate water supply. An adequate water supply can only be 
assured by the preservation of the vested rights of the Government in the 
watershed of the Santa Margarita River. 

It has been stated from some sources that Marine Corps requirements of Camp 
Pendleton should be secured from the contemplated second barrel of the San 
Diego aqueduct. Assuming the second barrel would be identical with the first 
barrel which has a designed capacity of 85 cubic feet second (cubic feet per 
second), it would be necessary under the large Camp Pendleton demand to pro 
vide a total of 112 cubic feet per second. The capacity required for Camp 
Pendleton on this basis would represent about 24 percent of the designed capa- 
city of the second barrel. Under this plan the Government would probably be 
required to pay for its proportionate share of the aqueduct cost from San 
Jacinto (the Rainbow Pass). This would represent an appreciable investment. 
The total cost would also have to include the cost of the pipeline from the Rain- 
bow Pass to Camp Pendleton (various estimates have placed this cost from 
$11 to $17,000,000). 

Colorado River water can’t be obtained from the present San Diego aqueduct 
because the aqueduct is operating at peak capacity. Calendar No. 702, Report 
No. 745, Bighty-second Congress, first session, Senate, by Mr. Long, from the 
Committee on Armed Services, submitted the report to accompany S. 234.  In- 
cluded in this report was a letter from Hon. William E. Warne, Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Interior to Hon. Richard B. Russell, chairman, Committee on 
Armed Services, United States Senate, Washington, D. C., dated August 21, 1951. 
The following is quoted therefrom: 

“The new works which enactment of S. 234 would authorize to be built will 
increase the ability of the city and county of San Dfego to utilize water. By 
themselves, however, they will not enlarge the present ability of the Metro 
politan aqueduct to divert water from the Colorado River. There is presently 
available in the Colorado River sufficient unused water to meet San Diego's 
requirements as represented by the new works proposed. That water, however, 
although in abundant supply at the present time, is water which under the 
present California priority system must come out of or be charged against the 
fourth and fifth priorities. 

“There is a controversy between the States of California and Arizona over 
the proper interpretation to be placed upon the Colorado River compact, the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act, and the California Self-Limitation Act. Suffice 
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it to say that if the contentions of the State of California are correct, there 
sufficient water to supply all of the rights now claimed by it If, on the oth: 
hand, the contentions of the State of Arizona are correct there is not pern 
nently available sufficient water to supply the rights existing under the fif 
California priority or even, perhaps, the whole of the fourth priority 

I have already pointed out that the new works proposed will not by themse! 
increase the ability to divert water from the Colorado River. Their consti 
tion will, however, place an immediate demand upon the river which in th 
lolig run may become directly involved in the legal complicatious of the river’ 

Calendar No. 798, Report No. 844, Eighty-second Congress, first session, Sen 
hy Mr. Long, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, submitted t 
following report to accompany H. R. 5102. Pertinent portions of this are quo 
helow : 

“The committee does not intend in authorizing appropriations for the « 
struction of additional works to establish any new right of any kind for th: 
use of Colorado River water in the State of California for the use of Unite: 
States installations or otherwise. The bill specifically provides that all d 
versions through the authorized works from the Colorado River shall be subj 
to and controlled by the Colorado River compact, the Boulder Canyon Proj 
Act, the California self-limitation statute, and the Mexican water treaty 
does not ‘increase the total quantity of water to the use of which the State 

is entitled and limited’ by the foregoing compact, Federal and St: 
he treaty with Mexico There is no basis in this act, therefore, f 
laim to the establishment of an additional water right of any kind 
tary purposes. Water to be used for the Navy by virtue of this authori 
is strictly within the amount to which the State of California ‘is enti 
ard limited’ under the foregoing documents.” 

In view of the above it is most earnestly recommended that the funds 
the amount of $11,396,000 be restored and used by the Department of the Na 
for the irrection of deficiencies in the raw water supply at Camp Pendleto 
Oceanside, Calif.. which ineludes the construction of the dam as referred 
heretofore as being in the best interests of the Government at this time for whi 
$17,280,000 was authorized by Public Law 910, Eighty-first Congress. Of this 

$1,011,000 has been appropriated for the architectural and engineeri 

rhis request for $11,269,000 will leave an unappropriated autho 

ition for approximately $5,000,000 and in order to complete this project will : 
quire a furt authorization and appropriation of approximately 34,000,000. 

Senator Etienper. Mr. Secretary, I want to ask you one more ques 
tion. Ilave you any request in this budget for the erection of laundries 


and cleaning establishments? If so, how many and where are they 
located ¢ 
Chairman McKetiar. And what is the cost of them ? 
\dmiral Triurser. I can supply it for the record or read it now. 
Senator Excenper. I would like to have it read so that I can ask 


some questions about it. 


BAKERY, NAVAL DEPOT, R. I. 


\dmiral Tourer. Naval advanced base depot, Davisville, R. L., 
bakery for 3.264 men, at a cost of $205,632. 
Senator Eixenper. To take care of how many people ? 
Admiral Tuurser. 3.264. 
Senator E.Lenper. What have you there now ? 
(Admiral Tivreer. The actual personnel ? 
Senator Exnenper. No. How did you take care of them up to now 
Admiral Trurcureser. It has been a small institution of storage fo 
Seabees supplies. It is now being expanded into a construction battal 
ion center for training Seabees, and we have items in for barracks and 
ness hall and galleys to take care of the personnel. Weare expanding 
the strength there and the mission. 


; 
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LAUNDRY AND DRY-CLEANING PLANTS 


Senator ELLenpeR. You misunderstood my question. How do you 
take care of the laundry and the cleaning for the people that you have 
there now ¢ 

Admiral Ticurser. We took care of the very limited amount either 
at the naval air station in Quonset nearby or sent it out. 

We have expanded about 350 percent of personnel and are going up. 

Senator EL.uenper. Have you made any attempt to obtain help lo 
cally ? 

Admiral Tuurser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Excenper. Are there any facilities locally that could take 
care of this situation ? 

Admiral Trurser. No, sir. 


AMOUNTS REQUESTED 


Senator EiLenper. To what extent have you made that study? Do 
you have any reports to furnish the committee as to the extent to which 
you have made studies indicative of whether or not local establish- 
ments could fill your requirements ? 

Admiral Turner. I think we can supply that, sir. 

Senator Exnenper. What big cities have you nearby that could do 
the work ? 

Admiral Trrurser. We have no facilities there that can do this type 
of work. 

Senator Evcenpder. I am talkin 
nearby. 

Admiral Tuvrser. Providence. 

Chairman McKe..ar. How far is it away? 

Admiral Trvureer. About 20 miles to Providence. 

Senator Extenper. Have you consulted with laundries and cleaning 
establishments in Providence / 

Admiral THuurser. I would have to look it up. I am informed 
that we have. 

Senator Evtenper. What others do you have? How many do you 
have altogether / 

Admiral THurser. We have seven items, not all big ones. 

Mr. Wurrenatr. Laundries? 

Admiral Tuurser. We have three laundries: completion of laun- 
dry for ammunition industrial workers at the naval ammunition 
depot, Shumaker, Ark., $592,000; extension to existing laundry at the 
naval operating base, Kodiak, $138,600; and the hospital laundry at 
the naval hospital, Long Beach, Calif., $110,000. 

Senator E.tenper. How far is the one in Arkansas from any large 
city ? 

Admiral Trvurser. Seventy five or eighty miles to Little Rock, I 
believe. 

Senator ELtenper. What facilities do you have now to take care 
of the people you have at that installation ¢ 

Admiral THurser. We have part of a laundry there. That place 
has been reactivated in the last 2 years for increased manufacture of 


about what big cities you have 
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rockets. Our population has gone up. We are completing a laun 
dry for the ammunition industrial workers there. 

Senator Ex..tenper. What is the capacity of the present facility 

Admiral Tuurser. I can get the information for you. 

Senator ELLenper. Have you made a survey to determine whethe: 
or not you can get this work done locally ? 

Admiral Jettey. This is a special laundry job, Senator. This i 
to wash clothing that the men wear while working in the powde: 
plant loading ammunition. They have to wash the clothes specially 
to get the powder dust out of the clothing. It could not be sen 
to a commercial laundry. It is a special type of laundry. It 
not the ordinary laundry. They wear special shoes and specia 
clothing that is changed and cleaned daily. 

Senator ELtnenper. What does that facility cost ? 

Admiral Jecitey. $592,000. 

Senator Ettenper. What is the one at Long Beach ? 

Admiral THurser. The hospital laundry, $110,000. 

Senator Ettenper. How far is that from a large city ? 

Admiral Tuurser. It is in a large city, Long Beach. 

Senator ELtenper.. Have you made any effort to determine whethe 
or not the work could be done for the present at any rate by loca! 
laundries or cleaners and dyers? 

Admiral Tuurser. Most hospitals have their own laundries, sir. 

Senator Young. Is that an extension of a present laundry? 

Admiral Trurser. This will be a new one, sir. We have no hospital! 
at Long Beach now. In the bill there is a provision for, I believe, 
a 350-bed temporary hospital. This is an inherent part of the hospital. 

Senator Corpon. How would you build a temporary hospital / 
What would be the construction of a te mporary hospits al? 

Admiral Jetitey. We have not designed that yet, Senator Cordon. 

Senator Corvon. You have figures on how much it is going to cost 
You have to have some estimate, sil 

Admiral Jetiey. We have the cost limit that the Bureau of t) 
Budget has given us per square foot, and the number of square feet 
allowed. 

Senator Cornon. The Bureau of the Budget has to know, then. 
Somebody has to know what you are going to construct a hospital of 
before they can put any maximum limit in. There would be on 
maximum limit if it were frame, another if it were veneer, another | 
it were concrete, and so on. 

Admiral Jettey. I am not sure the Bureau of the Budget had that 
information. They cut the estimate we sent them by 15 percent. 

Senator Corpon. You sent them an estimate ? 

Admiral Jetuey. Yes. Our estimate was based on frame construc- 
tion, with operating rooms and similar facilities having tile and cinde! 
block construction, but the wards themselves were frame constructio! 
We are now trying to redesign and get the cost down to the target tha‘ 
the Bureau of the Budget has given us. 

Chairman McKexxiar. Could you not give us a justification for eac! 
one of the plants, so that we have them before us?’ We do not have al! 
of them. We would like to have them before us. 

(dmiral Taurser. Yes; we have them. 


‘ 
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(The information referred to is as follows:) 


The following is the breakdown of the Bureau of the Budget item of $1,157,000 
for additional faciilties at the Long Beach Naval Hospital: 
(a) Medical officers’ quarters (3) at $16.500 (1,080 square feet at 
$13 $14,000 plus $2,500 for site preparation and utilities 
Collateral at $2,000 per medical officers’ quarters 
(b) Nurses’ quarters (30) at $5,500 per nurse 
Collateral at $575 per nurse a ‘ 
(c) Corpsmen’s quarters (100) at $005 per man_- 
Collateral at $155 per man : . 
(d@) Laundry building and equipment (650-man) at $170 per man 
(e) Heating plant ne 
(f) Bureau of Medicine collateral Condes 
(9) Balance for roads, walks, utilities, and services 377, 


Total__- ° maf. aaiciindines ; 1, 157, 000 

There are three bakeries, two laundries, an extension to an existing laundry, 

and one dry-cleaning plant proposed in the fiscal year 1952 public-works proposal 
These are: 


Station Facility 


Naval Advanced Base Depot, Davisville, R medi Bakery for 3,264 men . 9 632 
Naval Advanced Base Depot, Hueneme, Calif Bakery for 2,500 men | 157.632 
Naval Air Station, Kwajelein ; Bakery for 2,200 men | 210 000 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Shumaker, Ark Completion of laundry for ammuni- 592, 000 
tion industrial workers 
Neves Opes Base, Kodiak ..| Extension to existing laundry... 138, 600 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island, 8. C Pry-cleaning plant | 48, 400 
Naval Hospital, Long Beach, Calif Hospital laundry | 110, 000 


In developing the program the policy was followed with a single exception, 
that these facilities be constructed at installations only where requirements 
could not be furnished by local communities. 

This policy was not applied in the case of the laundry facility for the pro 
posed naval hospital at Long Beach, Calif., because of the special laundry require 
ments peculiar to hospitals, including the aspect of safeguarding against possible 
spread of communicable diseases. 

Senator KNow.anp. How large was the former naval hospital at 
Long Beach that the Veterans’ Administration took over? 

Admiral Jeter. I recall it was a 300-bed hopsital with temporary 
wards added that would add up to 1,600 beds altogether. 

Chairman McKe var. I have been informed that the Secretary has 
another engagement a little later on. 

Are there any other questions you want to ask him? 

Senator KNow.anb. The only thing I wanted to inquire about was 
regarding the Long Beach sitnation. The Navy originally had a 
permanent hospital in Long Beach. It was declared surplus at the 
end of the war; made available at least to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, whatever process you go tlirough. Is that not right ? 

Admiral Jetty. No, sir; it was closed as an economy measure and 
turned over to the Veterans’ Administration. 

Senator KNowLaNnp. It was formerly a naval hospital that was de 
clared surplus or excess to the Navy’s needs. It went to the Veterans” 
Administration in the general process that we follow. The only point 
I want to find out is inasmuch as this is supposed to be a temporary 
hospital, you now find you need, whether in the same way as it was 
done during the war, by putting temporary buildings adjacent to the 
veterans’ hospital, it would be possible to make the facilities that. 
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are at what used to be the main hospital in Long Beach, since you 
are not proposing to build a permanent hospital there. 

Admiral Turner. I would prefer to get that answer from the 
Chief of the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery. We will make it 
available. pret 

Chairman McKetrar. Can you give it to us by tomorrow? 

Admiral Tuurser. This afternoon: yes, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follow :) 

The Commandant of the Eleventh Naval District has reported that space 
available on the Veterans’ Administration hospital reservation at Long Beach 
is inadequate to accommodate the proposed 300-bed temporary hospital. The 
planned hospital will require a minimum of 100 acres to permit planned ex 
pansion which will be required for medical support under mobilization conditions 
It is understood that there is only approximately 10 acres available as a build 
ing site on the Veterans’ hospital reservation 

Senator KNow.anp. We are trying to find a way of saving money 
and that seems to be a practical solution if there are not some major 
handicaps. 

Senator ELLenper. Especially since this is of a temporary nature, 
you ought to try to get the work done locally or get it done by some 
other Government facilities that may be in that locality. 

Mr. Wuirenarr. That is exactly what is going on all over the 
country now. 

I want to put in the record that at one station I inspected recently, 
we had 18 or 20 veterans of other wars that we were taking care of 
in an activated hospital located at an air field. I think the arrange- 
ment among the services and the Veterans’ Administration is just 
to take care of people who are entitled to hospitalization because of 
veterans status or in this present what I call all-out war. 

Senator ELutenper. I notice here that of the facilities you are build- 
ing, seven in all, most of them are, or rather, four of them, are bakeries. 
It is the policy of the Navy, of course, to build its own bakery facili- 
ties. You never buy outside, do you? 

Mr. Wurrenarre. I do not think the Navy does if it can help it. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, sir, might I suggest that a 
lot of these questions are covered by the presentation which will not 
take very long, if you would permit Admiral Thurber to proceed 
with the formal presentation we have for you to support our request 

Senator Corpon. May I ask a general question to get some informa- 
tion? I refer to the Long Beach Hospital. There is set out here the 
number of square feet and the cost per square foot in the hospital 
proper. 

Then there are officers’ quarters, nurses’ quarters, corpsmen quarters, 
power plant, and laundry, ail of them lumped in one item of $1,157, 
000, with no break down as between the several. 

Now, is there somewhere else in your justification a breakdown 
which would include among other things a square footage cost of 
your officers’ quarters, your nurses’ quarters, and your corpsme! 
quarters ¢ 

If there be none, is that true throughout your justification ? 

Admiral Jeuttey. As far as quarters are concerned, we are limited 
by the general provisions as to the number of square feet. 

The hospital facilities are really a special case, Senator. We have 
been working with the Bureau of the Budget for some months ot 
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hospital standards. They have given us a dollar ceiling and a square 
foot ceiling broken down between the hospital facilities and the sup- 
porting facilities, such as the corpsmen barracks and the others you 
mention. 

We went up there with a detailed breakdown of the number of 
square feet for each one; the wards, the operating facilities, the 
corpsmen barracks, the nurses’ barracks, and all the rest. 

The Bureau of the Budget, after considering the whole problem, 
gave them back to us on this lump-sum basis both in dollars and square 
footage. 

We are now, and have been for the past 2 months, restudying our 
whole problem of this and other hospitals to cut down the facilities 
to come within the square foot ceiling that the Bureau of the Budget 
has given us. 

Senator Corpon. That is fine. This is the Bureau of the Budget. 
But here is where you get the money and we have no information on 
those. 

Mr. Chairman, as far as I am concerned, if we can not know soime- 
thing about what we are doing, I think the whole bill ought to go 
over to the first of the year when we can have that kind of information 
and time enough to see what we are doing. 

Admiral Jettey. It applies only to these hospitals; it does not 
apply to the other projects. 

Senator Corpvon. What is your price per square foot for officers’ 
quarters for this particular facility? There is nothing here. 

Admiral Jetiey. No, sir. They will be our standard quarters, as I 
recall, $13.50 a square foot for officers’ quarters at 1,080 square feet. 

Senator Corpvon. Do you expect to pay the same price throughout 
the United States ? 

Admiral Jetiey, No, sir; as a matter of fact, it will be slightly less 
expensive than the average in Long Beach because we will not have 
to put in heating facilities or insulate the walls as you would have to 
do in the north. 

Senator Corvon. But you have the same price. 

Admiral Jetiry. I believe you will find in general provisions, Sen- 
ator, that we are allowed to average out on officers’ quarters. 

Senator Corpon. So far as my vote is concerned, it is going to be 
$3,389,000 for this particular facility or it is going to be less. It is 
not going to be any more. 

Now, whether we can give you that amount of money or some other 
amount depends on the cost of this facility, not average cost. You 
cannot do that because when you go to spend this money, we expect 
you to spend not over that amount of money. 

Mr. Warrenarr. We have sent for the Chief of the Bureau of 
Medicine and Surgery. We may be able to give you the hospital in- 
formation. 

Senator Corvon. This is evidently true throughout the whole series 
of authorizations. 

Admiral Jettey. No, only the hospitals. 

Chairman McKetxzar. You have an engagement at 20 minutes of 12? 

Mr. Wutrenarr. Sir, it is the responsibility of trying to cover a 
little bit of two jobs. With your permission, then, may I be excused ? 

Chairman McKe war. If there are no other questions, you may be 
excused. 

Mr. Wurrenair. Thank you very much. 
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NAVAL STATION, KEY WEST, FLA. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE A. SMATHERS, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


FLORIDA KEYS AQUEDUCT COMMISSION 


Chairman McKetriar. Senator Smathers, will you come around? 

Senator SmarHers. Mr. Chairman, I shall be very brief. As a 
matter of fact, Senator Holland was here Saturday and testified on 
this request where we are asking for $1,096,000. The money will be 
appropriated, we hope, by this committee to the Navy and it will be 
transferred out of the Navy Department, back to the Florida Key: 
Aqueduct Commission, and from there, they transfer it to the Recon 
struction Finance Corporation. In other words, the whole purpose 
of this appropriation is merely to transfer this money from one pocket 
of the Government to the other. 


JOINT CONTRACT 


The way that came about was in 1941 an agreement was entered 
into under a supplemental Appropriation Act of 1941, whereby the 
Navy and the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission agreed to operate 
a facility to transport water from Homestead, Fla., down to Key 
West. It did not work out very well. 

The agreement called for the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission 
to carry one-third of the original expense. They went to the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation and borrowed some money. They paid 
that to the Navy as their portion of the expense. They operated for 
about 5 years and finally it was mutually agreed that the arrangement 
was unsatisfactory, so in the Eighty-first Congress they asked us to 
introduce a bill canceling the original arrangement, providing that 
the money be reimbursed to the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission 
by the Navy. The Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission will in turn 
pay the money back to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. The 
Navy will in the future take over and operate the water-transportation 
system by itself. 

That is briefly what this request is all about. 

I have a formal statement here which I would like to have placed 
in the record. 

Chairman McKerxiar. Without objection, that may be placed 
the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR GEORGE SMATHERS RE: APPROPRIATION FOR SETTLEMENT 
oF FitoripA Keys Aquepuct COMMISSION CLAIM AS AUTHORIZED BY PUBLIC LAW 
379, EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS 


The appropriation for settlement of the claim of the Florida Kevs Aqueduct 
Commission which we urge for inclusion in the second supplemental appropria 
tion bill actually represents, not a grant to the commission, a a reimbursment 
for funds paid by the commission to the Navy during the past 5 years. Further 
more, in the final analysis it results in a transfer of funds ron one Government 
agency, the Department of the Navy, to another, the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. 

The First Supplemental National Defense Appropriation Act, 1941, approved 
June 26, 1940, under title III, Navy Department Public Works, Bureau of 
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Yards and Docks (54 Stat. 599, 608), provided funds for the following public 
works and public-utilities project: 

“Naval Station, Key West, Fla.: Development of water supply, including pipe- 
line and acquisition of land, $2,000,000: Provided, That said pipeline may be 
built in cooperation with an agency of the State of Florida.” 

In accordance with this provision the Secretary of the Navy, on March 18, 
1}41, entered into an agreement with the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission 
for the construction, operation, and maintenance of an aqueduct and water- 
transportation system for supplying water in the Florida Keys area. Under 
the terms of this agreement the Department of the Navy was to construct the 
water-supply system; the commission was to contribute one-third of the cost 
of such construction and of the cost of major repairs or replacements thereto, 
and a proportionate share of the operating costs and nonmajor repairs. Under 
the terms of this agreement the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission paid to 
the Navy the sum of $1,096,592.91, which sum had been obtained through the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, and for which sum we now seek an 
appropriation. 

The terms of this agreement proved mutually unsatisfactory, and in the 
Kighty-first Congress we were successful in passing a bill, now known as 
Public Law 379, which provided for cancellation of the existing agreement be- 
tween the Secretary of the Navy and the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission 
conditioned upon the following terms: (1) A refund by the Navy Department 
to the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission of $1,096,391.91, the amount paid 
by the commission to defray part of the cost of constructing the aqueduct along 
the Florida Keys: (2) the surrender by the commission of its rights in the 
water-supply system and to the receipt of water under the provisions of the 
existing agreement; and (3) the use of the $1,096,392.91 to retire bonds hereto 
fore issued by the commission, which bonds are held by the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation. 

Public Law 379 further provided that no agreement or amendment thereto 
should be entered into between the Secretary of the Navy and the Florida Keys 
Aqueduct Commission under authority of provisions of said law, until such 
time as the Armed Services Committees of the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives had been consulted with respect to all details of the new agreement 
or amendment. Both the Armed Services Committees of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives have now entered reports of nonobjection to the new 
agreement worked out by the Navy and the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission 
pursuant to Public Law 379. 

The settlement of this claim and the transfer of the water-supply system to 
the Department of the Navy are obviously long overdue. In the report dated 
June 27, 1949, submitted to the House Armed Services Committee by the De- 
partment of the Navy on the legislation providing therefor, the then Acting 
Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Dan Kimball, stated: “Although the Navy Depart- 
ment has not sponsored H. R. 3425, the subject thereof and the purpose sought 
to be achieved thereby is of vital importance to the Department. The existing 
arrangements between the Navy Department and the Florida Keys Aqueduct 
Commission are extremely unfavorable and a resolution of the problem involved 
s highly desirable. The action which your committee and the Congress will 
take on the proposed bill will determine the future course of action which the 
Navy Department will follow in the matter. In the event that your committee 
should not feel that favordble action on subject bill is warranted it will be 
necessary for the Department to take such other action as may be appropriate 

the circumstances for the protection of the interests of the Government. On 
the other hand, if your committee is sympathetic to the proposed legislation, 
the Department -will withhold further action until final action is taken by the 
Congress on the bill.” 

The bill H. R. 8425 referred to by Mr. Kimball was legislation which I intro- 
duced in the House of Representatives, as a companion bill to S. 489, which 
latter bill was enacted by the EKighty-first Congress and became Public Law 379. 

In view of the international situation the importance and urgency of a Satis- 
factory settlement of this matter have increased tremendously since Mr. Kim- 
ball’s report in June 1949. Key West has no adequate source of water supply 
other than that brought in by the aqueduct. The Navy base at Key West is one 
of the major naval installations in the country, and because of its location is 
of vital strategic importance. It is therefore urged that an item be included in 
the second supplemental appropriation bill for the purpose of refunding the 
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sum of $1,096,392.91 paid by the Florida Keys Aqueduct Commission to the Navy 
Department and enabling the commission in turn to reimburse the Reconstru 
tion Finance Corporation. 

Chairman McKewrar. Are there any questions? 

We had this under discussion last week. 

Senator Corpon. We went into it pretty thoroughly. 

Senator Smatruers. I think most of the Senators understand it. 

Admiral Trurser. I have about a 20-minute general summary of 
the Navy’s program and then, if you so desire, a brief survey of 
each of our 11 classes of facilities, accompanied by chart illustrations 

It is a question of whether you would like to have this given com 
pletely or— 

Senator KNowLanp. Mr. Chairman, Senator Brewster is here. | 
wonder if we could not hear him at this time. 

Chairman McKetiar. We will break in on the admiral again, with 
his permission. ‘Tell us what is on your mind. 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


MAINTENANCE AND IMPROVEMENT OF Existing Harsor Works, Pori 
LAND Harpor. MAINr. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OWEN BREWSTER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


HOUSE ISLAND ANCHORAGE AREA 


Senator Brewsrer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit 


tee, I shall be exceedingly brief. My delay was occasioned by my 
trying to accomplish my own assignment to enable you to get out 
this week with a subcommittee that was meeting. 

Chairman McKeizar. That is a very fine assignment you are en 
gaged in. 

Senator Brewster. We are doing our best. 

Chairman McKettar. I hope you will be successful. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Senator Brewster. It is a proposal dealing with the improvements 
in Portland Harbor, maintenance and improvement of existing hat 
bor works, $1,300,000. That was referred to in House Document 560 of 
the third session of the Seventy-sixth Congress. It is what is called 
the House Island anchorage area, Portland Harbor. 

The reason the work is necessary is that the size of the ships coming 
in there is constantly increasing—the big oil tankers. This is the 
second largest oil port on the North Atlantic. 

Chairman McKetiar. The committee has been supplied by the 
Corps of Engineers with a justification in Senator Brewster's request 
for funds for continuation of work on Portland Harbor. 

This will be inserted in the record at this point. 
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(The justification referred to is as follows:) 


JUSTIFICATION OF ESTIMATE 


Maintenance and improvement of ewvisting river and harbor works, 
fiscal year 1952 construction program 
Item No. M: 
Portland Harbor, Maine: 


Allotments to date Saisie aw imwinee Gy aoe OOO 
Tentative allocation for fiscal year 1952 1, 300, 000 


Additional to complete after fiscal year 1952 - as 100, 000 


Total estimated Federal cost___- pase ; 1 __$4, 681, 800 


1951 appropriation: None. 

Authorization : 1946 and prior river and harbor acts. 

Location and description: Portland Harbor is located at Portland, Maine, at 
the southwest end of Casco Bay, about 100 miles northeast of Boston, Mass. 

Scheduled completion date: Fiscal year 1952. The removal of ledge to 40 feet 
at mean low water has been deferred. 

Project dimensions: 35-, 30-, and 12-foot depth channel for a total length of 
about 6 miles, and anchorages 35 and 30 feet deep. 

Operations : 


Item otal cost 
Through | Fiscal year seal year | After fiscal 
1950 1951 95 year 1952 
Completed and deferred work $3, 381,800 | $3, 281, 800 $100, 000 
House Island anchorage 1, 300, 000 $1, 400, 000 
Total 4, 681, S00 3, 281, S00 1, 300, 000 


Percentage of completion 70 7 Ys 


Status (August 15, 1951): The project is about 70 percent complete. The work 
remaining to complete the project is (1) the removal to a depth of 40 feet of a 
ledge located about one-half mile southeast of Portland Head Light at the en- 
trance of Portland Harbor; (2) the removal of hard material along the south 
limit of the 35-foot inner-harbor channel and northeast of Pertland Bridge; 
and (3) dredging of the $5-foot anchorage area northeast of House Island. The 
removal of the ledge to 40 feet is indefinitely deferred. The removal of the 
ard material remaining in the 35-foot channel for which funds are available 
is expected to be accomplished when other dredging operations are under way 
in the area with plant capable of removing hard material 

Justification: Portland Harbor is one of the principal distribution centers in 
New England serving the rapidly developing defense area of northern New 
England. Portland Harbor is an cutlet for the eastern and central Provinces of 
Canada when the St. Lawrence waterway is frozen over during the winter 
months, and it is also the terminus of the oil pipeline serving Montreal and east- 
ern Canada. The principal commodities received in Portland are petroleum and 
petroleum products, which are carried in deep-draft vessels. 

The extensive use of Portland Harbor by deep-draft tankers supplying the 
pipeline from Portland to Montreal and other deep-draft ships bringing oil and 
coal to the water-front terminals has developed a need for the completion of 
the 35-foot anchorage. With commerce steadily increasing, accompanied by an 
increase in size of ships used in the coastwise oil and coal traffic, the available 
anchorage areas in Casco Bay together with the improved authorized channels 
and anchorages are not sufficient for the safe anchorage of deep-draft vessels 
and, as a result, vessels must anchor in such a position so as to obstruct the 
fairway. This creates hazardous navigation conditions with acute possibility 
of collisions, particularly serious when oil tankers are involved 





232 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


DEFENSE NEED FOR PROJECT 


Senator Brewster. This is the second largest oil port in the Nort 
Atlantic. Practically all of the Canadian supply comes through the 
as a result of the pipeline from Portland to Montreal. 

Chairman McKetiar. What is the depth of the canal now ? 

Senator Brewster. I think it is 35 feet, but this is to enlarge a: 
broaden it so these ships can make the turn. 

This is not deepening the main channel but in order to turn ar 
come in. 

They have recently expended a good many millions there in « 
terminals and storage supplies and during the Second World War, 
the Navy used this as the base of the North Atlantic Squadron. 

They are reactivating some of their activities there also. That 
why it seems to the people up there that this does have a defini 
defense aspect. I presume that is urged in many cases. 

Senator E_itenper. Was that presented to the Congress this year’ 

Senator Brewster. I will have to ask the Colonel, who I think 
here. 

Colonel Mitne. It was not included. 

Senator E.tenver. Have you a budget estimate for that? 

Colonel Mitne. There is no Bureau of the Budget estimate. 

Senator Corpon. Was it presented to the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Colonel Mine. No, sir. 

Senator Connon. Why not? 

Colonel Miine. In our 1952 bill, sir? 

Senator Cornon. Yes. 

Colonel Murine. In our 1952 bill, we had a number of very worth- 


while projects that we considered. This was one. Now the ceiling 
that we had in the 1952 budget simply precluded our putting in all 
the projects we would have liked to start. 

That, I think, is the reason it was not in the 1952 budget. 


CEILING ON NEW PROJECTS 


Senator Corvon. You had in your 1952 budget that you presented 
to the Bureau a certain number of projects which were within the 
ceiling that the President had established ? 

Colonel Mine. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. Then you presented a number of projects without 
the ceiling; that is, which would be in addition to the total of the 
ceiling. Was this included within the projects without the ceiling? 

Colonel Mitne. Senator, I cannot answer that. I am not positive. 
I will furnish that for the record. 

Chairman McKetrar. Can you give it to us by tomorrow morning? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

The answer, subsequently furnished, is “No.” 
PORTLAND HARBOR CHANNEL 


Senator Haypen. May I inquire, Senator Brewster, how long 
has been since the 35-foot channel was constructed so that these ships 
could get in? 
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Senator Brewster. That, I think, has been there for a long time. 
I have here, which I will leave with you, the letter of the Sec retary 
of War transmitting a letter from the C hief of Engineers. This is 
way back in 1939 and gives all the details of the project. 

Chairman McKetxar. This was actively used in the last war? 

Senator Brewster. Yes. 

Chairman McKetiar. Do you remember whether it was used 
the First War? 

Senator Brewster. Not so much in the First World War, but in the 
Second World War, this was very active. 

The reason that this becomes of more significance now is because 
of the increase in the size of these tankers that are coming in to supply 


this. 
This gives all the details of it. I will leave it with you. 
(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


[H. Doc. No. 560, 76th Cong., 3d sess. ] 


Letrer From THE SECRETARY OF WAR TRANSMITTING A LerrerR From THF CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS, UNiTep Srates ARMY, DATED DeceMBER 15, 1939, SUBMITTING A 
Report, ToGerHer WITH ACCOMPANYING PAPERS AND AN ILLUSTRATION, ON A 
PREIAMINARY EXAMINATION AND SURVEY OF PORTLAND HArBor, MAINE, Norton 
or House Istanp, To DeTEeERMINE-ADVISABILITY OF REMOVING SHOAL, AUTHOR- 
IZED BY THE RIVER AND Harsor Act APPROVED AUGUST 26, 1937 


War DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, January 8, 1940 
The SPEAKER OF THE HowusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: I am transmitting herewith a report dated December 15, 
1939, from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, on preliminary examina- 
tion and survey of Portland Harbor, Maine, north of House Island, to determine 
advisability of removing shoal, authorized by the River and Harbor Act ap- 
proved August 26, 1937, together with accompanying papers and illustration. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry H. Wooprina, 
Secretary of War. 


Wark DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, December 15, 1939. 
Subject: Portland Harbor, Maine. 
To: Secretary of War. 

1. I submit, for transmission to Congress, my report with accompanying 
papers and illustration on preliminary examination and survey of Portland 
Harbor, Maine, north of House Island, to determine advisability of removing 
shoal, authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved August 26, 1937. 

2. Portland Harbor is at the west end of Casco Bay, 100 miles northeast of 
joston. Improvement authorized by Congress provides for a depth of 35 feet 
in the lower part of the harbor and in the main ship channel which enters the 
bay from the south between Cushing Island and Portland Head; for removal 
to a depth of 40 feet of two rock ledges in the main channel; for channels 30 
feet deep in Fore River and in the entrance to Back Cove, and of lesser depth 
in the cove; for a depth of 30 feet in an anchorage area of 128 acres lying 
northwest of Diamond Island Ledge; and for a stone breakwater along the 
south side of the inner harbor. All this work has been completed, except for 
removal of the two rock ledges, at a cost to June 30, 1938, of $2,270,000 for new 
work and $515,000 for maintenance since 1836. The approved estimate of annual 
cost of maintenance is $20,000. The mean range of tide is 8.9 feet. Local 
interests, representative of government, industry, and commerce, request dredg- 
ing to a depth of 35 feet of an area of 170 acres lying between House Island 
and Diamond Island Ledge to provide safe anchorage for the large vessels now 
coming Into general use in the normal commerce of the port 
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3. Portland is the largest city and principal port of Maine. It normally serves 
Maine and central New Hampshire and to some extent serves Canadian territory 
when the St. Lawrence is closed by ice. The population of Portland and the 
contiguous cities of South Portland and Westbrook is 100,000 and the retail 
trade area includes 100,000 additional. The principal activity is the manu 
facturing of boots and shoes, foundry and machine products, and processed 
foods. Railroads and improved highways serve land transportation needs 
Terminal facilities are adequate for the present commerce and space is available 
for such expansion as may be required by the expected normal growth. Water 
borne commerce has increased steadily from a total of 2,505,000 tons in 1933 to 
3,254,000 tons in 1937. Approximately one-sixth of the total is foreign commerce 
with wood pulp the principal import and scrap metal the principal export. Sub- 
stantially more than one-half of total commerce is coastwise receipts, with coal 
and petroleum products accounting for by far the greater part of the total 
The total number of vessel trips decreased from 5,600 in 1933 to 5,135 in 1937, 
but the number drawing 26 feet or more increased from 114 to 159 in the same 
period. In 1937 there were 6 trips of vessels drawing 31 feet, although there 
had previously been no calls by such large ships. 

4. The district engineer estimates that the cost of dredging an anchorage 35 
feet deep and 170 acres in extent, northwest of House Island, would be $780,120 
and that the annual cost of maintenance would be $10,000. Making proper 
allowance for abnormal tides and winds, this anchorage would provide for the 
safe harboring of as many as 6 vessels, 460 feet long and drawing over 26 feet 
leaving the present anchorage available for 3 vessels of similar length but of 
less draft. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs with the 
district and division engineers in recommending the improvement of an 
anchorage area. . 

5. After full consideration of the reports, I concur in the views of the Board 
The improved entrance channels, together with the well-sheltered natural 
anchorage areas in Casco Bay, have heretofore adequately served the substantia 
commerce of Portland. That commerce is steadily increasing, accompanied by 
an increase in the size of the individual vessels engaged in foreign commerce 
and in coastwise oil and coal traffic. The natural depths in the bay are no 
longer sufficient for the safe anchorage of modern vessels. The grave hazard 
that attends the anchoring of a large tanker close to the fairway in a busy 
barbor should be eliminated through the provision of proper anchorage area of 
sufficient depth and size to accommodate deep-draft vessels. I, therefore, re« 
ommend modification of the existing project for Portland Harbor, Maine, to 
provide an anchorage area 35 feet deep at mean low water, and approximately 
170 acres in area, northwest of House Island, substantially in accordance with 
plan A in the report of the district engineer, at an estimated first cost of 
$780,000, with annual maintenance of $10,000, in addition to that now required 

J. L. ScHLEY, 
Vaior General, Chief of Engincers 


Report oF THE Boarp OF ENGINEERS FoR RIVERS AND Harrors 
[Second endorsement] 


30ARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HArnors, 
Washington, D. C., September 26, 1939 
To: The Chief of Engineers, United States Army. 

1. The Board concurs generally in the conclusions of the reporting officers 
The improved channels and the natural depths in anchorage areas in Casco Bay 
have heretofore served the needs of the commerce of Portland Harbor. The 
larger vessels now coming into use in foreign trade and in the coastwise coa 
and oil traffic cannot safely anchor in the present anchorage areas. Without 
adequate provision for their safe mooring, these large vessels constitute a serious 
hazard, as they present opportunity for collision and fire. Commerce in the 
harbor is very substantial and may be expected to continue a steady increase 
The cost of providing adequate anchorage areas is fully warranted in the interest 
of safety and convenience of well-established navigation. 

2 The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors recommends modification 
of the existing project for Portland Harbor, Maine, to provide an achorage area 
35 feet deep at mean low water, and approximately 170 acres in area, northwest 
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of House Island, substantially in accordance with plan A in the report of the 
district engineer, at an estimated first cost of $780,000, with annual maintenance 
of $10,000, in addition to that now required. 
For the Board: 
THomMAS M. Rosins, 
Brigadier General, Corps of Engineers, 
Nenior Member. 


SURVEY OF PORTLAND HARBOR, MAINE 
SYLLABUS 


The district engineer is of the opinion that Portland Harbor, Maine, is worthy 
of improvement by the United States in the interests of general navigation, lie 
therefore recommends the provision of an achorage area with a depth of 35 feet, 
covering approximately 170 acres, northwest of House Island, substantially 
as shown on the accompanying map (Plan A), at an estimated cost of S7SO,120 
for new work, with $10,000 annually for maintenance. In view of the fact that 
the improvement will benefit general navigation, no contribution by local interests 
toward the cost of the improvement is recommended. 


WaAk DEPARTMENT, 
UNITED STATES ENGINEER OFFICE, 
Boston, Mass., July 15. 1939. 
Subject: Survey of Portland Harbor, Maine. 
To: The Division Engineer, North Atlantic Division, New York, N. Y. 


1. Authority.—Authority for this report is contained in section 4 of the 
River and Harbor Act approved August 26, 1987, which contains the following 
statement: 

“The Secretary of War is hereby authorized and dire cted to cause pi elimina iry 
examinations and surveys to be made of the following-named localities 
Portland Harbor, Maine, north of House Island, to determine advisability of 
removing shoal.” 

2. A preliminary examination report as required by law was submitted by 
the district engineer May 21, 1938. The report, which was favorable, was 
concurred in by the division engineer and the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors, and a survey to determine the advisability and cost of improve 
ment, with recommendations as to local cooperation, was authorized by letter 
from the Chief of Engineers dated June 23, 1938 

3. Description.—Portland Harbor, Maine, is situated at the west end of Casco 
Bay, about 3% miles from the ocean. It is approximately 50 miles northeast 
of the Maine-New Hampshire boundary line and about 100 miles, by water, 
northeast of Boston, Mass. The approach to the harbor is by 4 channels which 
are located between the outlying islands. The main ship channel is between 
Cushing Island on the east and the mainland at Portland Head on the west 
The other channels are used by local vessels and those towing from Portland 
to points on Casco Bay and its estuaries. 

4. Portland Harbor is divided into an inner and an outer harbor. The inner 
or main harbor lies south and east of the peninsula on which is located Portland’s 
principal water front, and inside of a line joining Portland Breakwater Light 
and Fort Gorges. Fore River, also on the south side of the peninsula, extends 
westward from the inner harbor and is separated from it by Portland Bridge. 
Back Cove, a small bay, lies north of the peninsula. It is circular in form, 
about 1 mile in diameter, and consists for the greater part of mud flats which are 
exposed at low water. In 1935, the channel in the inner harbor and Fore River 
was redredged to a controlling depth, at mean low water, of 35 feet up to the west 
end of the Maine State Pier, and 30 feet from this point to the Boston & 
Maine Railroad bridge. The approach channel to Back Cove, in 1935, had 
a controlling depth of 20 feet at mean low water up to the Grand Trunk 
Railway bridge; and, in 1931, 14 feet from this bridge to Tukeys Bridge. The 
channel in Back Cove, in 1982, had a controlling depth of 12 feet at mean low 
water. 

The principal anchorage basin lies off the easterly end of the city, north 
of Fort Gorges. In 1935 this anchorage, which has an area of about 128 acres, 
was redredged to its project depth of 30 feet at mean low water. Other anchor 
ages are in Diamond Island Roads southeast of Fort Gorges, and in the channel 
below Spring Point Ledge Light. There is also a limited anchorage on the 
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South Portland side of the main channel. The anchorages total an area of 
about 150 acres and are well sheltered. 

6. The Presumpscot River enters Portland Harbor on its north side and 
is navigable for about 14% miles above its junction with the approach channel to 
Back Cove. Two small streams, called Long Creek and Stroudwater River 
empty into Fore River. These streams bring little or no silt into the harbor and 
their drainage discharge is unimportant. 

7. The mean range of tide is 8.9 feet and the spring range 10.2 feet, though 
variations as great as 16 feet have been observed under storm conditions. The 
locality is shown on United States Coast and Geodetic Survey Charts Nos. 325 
and 1204, and on the map accompanying this report. 

8. Tributary area.—Portland is the largest city in Maine and the most north 
erly and easterly post of importance on the Atlantic coast of the United States 
In 1930, it had a population of 70,810, and estates valued at $116,744,655. South 
Portland situated on the south side of the harbor, and Westbrook contiguous to 
the city on the northwest had populations in 1930 of 13,840 and 10,807, respex 
tively, and estates with a combined value of $22,676,098. 

9. The area immediately tributary to Portland may be roughly defined as in 
cluding all of southern Maine and the central portion of New Hampshire. This 
territory, which is little more than 150 miles from Portland at its farthest point, 
is the region where the greatest concentration of population and industrial de 
velopment has taken place. While the greater part of the water-borne commerce 
of the port either originates in or is destined to this region, Portland is actually 
in a position to serve a territory much greater in extent. Other convenient trade 
areas include practically all of northern New England and, during the winter 
months due to the closing of the St. Lawrence River to navigation, the central 
and eastern Canadian Provinces. The present principal trade area of this 
outlying region is in the agricultural district of the Aroostook River Valley in 
northeastern Maine, while trade with the remainder of northern New England 
is limited by the nature of the territory and the relatively small number of 
inhabitants. 

10. The retail trade area of Portland has a population of over 200,000 in 27 
nearby cities and towns, including Biddeford, Saco, Sanford, Buxton, Kenne 
bunk, Yarmouth, Scarboro, and Springvale. Manufacturing, Portland’s principal 
industry, employs about 15 percent of all workers in gainful occupations. The 
principal articles manufactured are food products, cans, boots and shoes, foundry 
and machine products. The fluctuation and apparent decline in manufacturing is 
shown on the table below, figures for which were obtained from the Bureau of 
Business Research, Boston University, and the Census of Manufactures, pub 
lished by the Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce. 


Census of manufactures, Portland, Maine 





ha 
| Number of Wage hi Value of 


establish- 


ments earners ’ products 


6, 538 | $6, 008,907 | $29, 167, 96 
4,177 | 4,989,784 | 25, 554, 496 
4,518 | 5,191,186) 

2,941 | 2, 658, 749 | 

3,571 | 3, 414, 166 

4,045 | 4, 158, 035 


11. Portland is served by the Boston & Maine Railroad, the Maine Centra! 
Railroad, the Canadian National Railways through control of the Grand Trunk 
Railway, and by an excellent system of local and interstate highways. Estab 
lished bus and truck lines provide passenger and freight service to all New 
England, New York, and western points. 

12. Bridges.—There are no bridges crossing the portion of Portland Harbor 
under consideration in this report. 

13. Prior reports.—Except for the preliminary examination report referred to 
in paragraph 2 above, which is the basis of this report, there have been no 
reports on Portland Harbor within the past 5 years. 

14. Evisting project——Portland Harbor was improved under previous projects 
authorized by joint resolution of June 5, 1868, and the River and Harbor Act 
of June 10, 1872. The project adopted under the authority of joint resolution 
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of June 1868 was to dredge a channel 300 feet wide and 20 feet deep at mean 
low tide through the southern slope of the middle ground at the entrance to the 
harbor and to remove the lower end of the bar off the Grand Trunk wharves to 
the same depth. In 1870 the width of channel through the middle ground was 
increased to 400 feet and in 1871 to 500 feet. Dredging was completed in July 
iN72. The River and Harbor Act of June 10, 1872, provided also for the im- 
provement of Back Cove. The project adopted consisted of dredging a channel 
1) feet wide and 8 feet deep at mean low tide for a distance of about 900 feet 
at the lower end of the channel. This work was accomplished in 1873-74. Sub- 
sequent additions to the project, which provided for dredging both in Back Cove 
und the main harbor, were: 

(a) Dredging to a depth of 16 feet at mean low water along the wharf front 
and in front of Grand Trunk wharves, in 1875. 

(6b) Extending the 16-foot dredging along the wharf front a short distance 
upstream, and dredging to 21 feet an area in front of Atlantic wharf, in 1881. 

(c) Dredging to 21 feet below mean low water the middle ground at the en- 
trance to the inner harbor. This work was completed in 1885. 

(d@) Removing shoals in the upper harbor and extending the 21-foot depth up 
to Franklin wharf, in 1886-87. 

(e) Dredging a channel 500 feet wide and 29 feet deep at mean low water, 
extending about 3,000 feet from the 29-foot contour at the entrance up to the 
lower wharves; and a small amount of dredging along the wharf front in the 
upper harbor to a depth of 16 feet. This work was completed in 18093. 

(7) Extending, in 1894, the 29-foot area, and dredging to 25 feet, at mean low 
water, a cut about 1,700 feet long and 220 feet wide to connect the 20-foot chan- 
nel with deep water in the upper harbor. 

(9g) Dredging a channel in Back Cove 300 feet wide and 12 feet deep at mean 
low water, for a distance of about 5,600 feet, following the harbor commission- 
er’s line. This work was carried on separately until 1896 when it was combined 
with the project for Portland Harbor. It was completed in 1899. 

ib. The existing project for Portland Harbor provides for a 30-foot anchorage 
off the eastern end of the city; for dredging the greater part of the inner harbor 
to a depth of 30 feet, except for the lower part of the main harbor and its 
channel of approach, where the depth is to be 35 feet: for a channel 30 feet 
deep and 300 feet wide in Fore River up to the Boston & Maine Railroad bridge; 
for a channel 30 feet deep and 300 feet wide from the anchorage to the Grand 
Trunk bridge at the mouth of Back Cove; for rock excavation to give a depth of 
14 feet between the Grand Trunk and Tukey bridges, and a channel 12 feet 
deep and 300 feet wide thence to the head of Back Cove; for the removal of 2 
ledges in the main ship channel to a depth of 40 feet: and for a stone break- 
water about 2,000 feet long on the southerly side of the mouth of the inner 
harbor. 

16. The acts authorizing the existing project were as follows: The River and 
Harbor Act of July 4, 18386 (H. Doc. No, 491, 23d Cong. 1st sess.), and the River 
and Harbor Act of June 23, 1866, provided for the breakwater; the River and 
Harbor Act of June 3, 18€6, provided for a 30-foot depth over the greater part 
of the inner harbor (S. Doc. No. 271, 54th Cong., Ist sess.) ; the Sundry Civil 
Act of March 3, 1905, provided for extension of the 30-foot depth up Fore River 
and in the channel of approach to Back Cove; the River and Harbor Act of 
July 25, 1912, provided for the anchorage, for 14 feet at the entrance to Back 
Cove, for restoring the 12-foot depth in Back Cove, and the 30-foot depth in the 
approach as well as in the lower part of the inner harbor (H. Doc. No. 489, 62d 
Cong., 2d sess.) ; and the River and Harbor Act of August 8, 1917, provided for 
a depth of 35 feet in the lower part of the main harbor and the channel of 
approach, and for the removal of 2 ledges in the main channel (H. Doc. No. 71, 
‘ith Cong., Ist sess.). For the latest published map see the last-mentioned 
document. 

17. The existing project is completed except for removal of 2 ledges in the 

iin ship channel to a depth of 40 feet at mean low water. The project is 
ipproximately 88 percent completed. 

18. Total expenditures, including previous projects, have been $2,785,548.68, 
of which $2.270,564.31 was for new work and $514,984.37 for maintenance. All 
expenditures for maintenance were made from funds provided under the existing 
project. The latest (1928) approved estimate for annual cost of maintenance is 
s0,000, 

19, Local cooperation.—Under the provisions of the River and Harbor Act of 
August 8, 1917, as set forth in House Document No. 71, Sixty-fifth Congress, 
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first session, assurances were required that adequate berthing space for deep 
draft vessels, affording a depth of 35 feet at low water of spring tides, would he 
provided by local interests. These assurances were given and received the ap 
proval of the Secretary of War on August 27, 1917. In compliance therewith, 
the State of Maine has constructed a pier 1,000 feet long and 328 feet wide, wit 

a transit shed area of more than 150,00 square feet. This pier, built at a cost 
of $1,750,000, on the sites of the old Galt and Franklin wharves, represents the 
only measure of local cooperation up to this time. 

20. Other improvements.—No contribution of funds to Federal improvements 
has been required. Various local interests have dredged berths and approac! 
channels connecting with the Government channels, at their own expense. Th» 
city of Portland annually dredges at the sewer outfall at the head of the char 
nel in Back Cove, to maintain a berth at the wharf of the Cumberland County 
Power & Light Co. 

21. Terminal and transfer facilities—There are 60 piers, wharves, and docks 
in Portland Harbor, with berthing space for vessels totaling 44,235 feet, of whi 
83 percent are situated on the water front of the main harbor, 12 percent 
Fore River, and 5 percent on Back Cove 
22. The principal terminals in the main harbor for the handling of genera 
cargo are the Portland Termjnal Co. wharf No. 1, Maine State pier, and th 
Grand Trunk Railway wharves, their combined berthing space being equa! 
one-fifth of that of all the terminals in that part of the harbor. Portland Te: 
minal Co. wharf No. 1, situated near Portland Bridge, has vessel berthing space 
1.350 feet, with depths of 30 feet at mean low water on the channel side. Two ra 
road tracks extend the entire lencth of a 40-foot apron, and a steel transit she 
792 by 125 feet, is served by two depressed railroad tracks on the rear side. Cargo 
is handled by electrically operated tractors and trailers, electrically operat: 
portable cranes, and a large fleet of elevating chisel trucks and piling machines 

23. The Maine State pier at the foot of Franklin Street has berthing space of 
2.266 feet with depths of 20 to 35 feet alongside at mean low water. There ar 
four steel transit sheds served by depressed railroad tracks, and also one surfa: 
track on the apron of the lower side of the pier. A grain conveyor gallery on t! 
lower side extends to the grain elevators in rear of the adjoining wharves of th 
Grank Trunk Railway. Equipment for handling freight at this pier consists of 
tractors and trailers, electrically operated portable cranes, conveyors, hand 
trucks, skids or chutes from the second floor to the first, a heavy-duty elevator 
and two stationary cranes, and a “stacker” for handling bales, boxes, rolls, 
other package freight 

24. The Grand Trunk wharves are situated at the lower entrance to the ma 
harbor, and consist of three wide piers comprising eight separate docks, having 
a combined berthing space of 4,022 feet with depths of 33 feet alongside at mean 
low water for the greater part. All of these docks have transit sheds served by 
depressed railroad tracks in rear, and all are connected with grain elevators ir 
the rear by conveyor galleries. These wharves have no handling equipment other 
than hand trucks and stationary cranes 

25. Three coal-handling terminals, which also supply vessel bunkers, are other 
important facilities in the main harbor on the Portland side. The total storage 
capacity of these facilities, both open and covered, is 58,000 tons and the norn 
stock is about 48,000 tons. Of the remaining wharves on this water front, 12 
are used for miscellaneous purposes including fish handling and packing, 2 for 
lumber, and 4 are vacant. 

26. There are 10 terminals and wharves on the South Portland side of the mai 
harbor. Of these, 1 is used for oil handling, 2 are in connection with the de] 
of the Lighthouse Service, 2 are for the handling and packing of fish, 1 fo 
ship repairing, 2 for small-boat service, 1 as a contractor’s storage vard, and 
1 is vacant. The pier at the Cumberland County Power & Light Co. plant 
immediately below Portland Bridge, is used for the receipt of fuel oil for cor 
sumnption on the premises, and also by the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products 
Inc., which receives oil for storage. 

27. On Fore River, between Portland Bridge and the Boston & Maine Railroad 
bridge, there are 12 terminals. Seven are used for the handling of petroleu 
products and 3 of these 7 engage in the bunkering of vessels with fuel oil. The 
Mexican Petroleum Corporation pier has an available berthing space 560 feet 
long and 30 feet deep at mean low water. The maximum supply of bunker fue! 
oil held at this plant is 225,000 barreis, the normal stock amounting to 125,000 
barrels. Two piers are used by the Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., both of which 
nsed for bunkering. The upper pier has a berthing space 250 feet long and 17 
feet deep, while the lower pier has a berthing space 505 feet long and 30 feet 
deep. This plant has a maximum supply of 109,500 barrels of Diesel fuel oil, th 
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normal supply on hand being 70,000 barrels. Of the other terminals on Fore 
River, the Portland Terminal Co. Wharves Nos. 3 and 4 are outstanding facilities 
for the handling of bulk commodities. These terminals are equipped with 
modern handling machinery, are adequately served by railroad trackage, and 
have depths of 50 feet alongside at mean low water. 

28. There are four wharves fronting on Back Cove and three on the entrance 
thereto. Of the latter, two are used in the handling and packing of fish and 
one for the receipt of petroleum products. Of the four wharves at the head of 
Back Cove, one, the city wharf, is used for the storage of road material: another 
for the receipt and storage of coal; and another for the receipt of pottery clay. 
The fourth, which is not used, is controlled by the Cumberland County Power & 
Light Co., which operates a substation near it. 

°9. The Portaland Terminal Co. serves most of the Portland water front 
directly with its own rails, and serves the entire water front by using short 
stretches of the Grand Trunk Railway tracks, making it possible for all lines 
entering Portland, to effect delivery on any wharf having track connections. The 
Maine State pier is the only publicly owned terminal on the main water front. 
The city of Portland has constructed a wharf on Back Cove for handling bulk 
material. The remainder of the improved frontage of the harbor is owned by 
the Portland Terminal Co., the Grand Trunk Railway Co., and various private 
nterests. 

30. The existing terminal facilities of Portland Harbor are considered adequate 
for the present or any prospecive water traffic. Much of the water front:is un 
developed and affords possible sites for future terminal expansion, if needed 

31. Improvement desired \ public hearing was held at Portland, Maine, 
November 23, 1957, in connection with preliminary examination and survey 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved August 26, 1937. The report 
on preliminary eXamination, together with transcript’ of hearing, exhibits 
presented, map,’ and other pertinent papers,’ was submitted to the division 
engineer May 21, 1938. Among those present at the haring were representatives 
of the Port of Portland Authority, Port Development Committee, Portland Pilots’ 
Association, department of public works, the harbor-master, and many persons 
representing the various industries and interests concerned 

32. The improvement desired is the dredging to a depth of 35 feet at mean low 
water of an area of approximately 170 acres lying northwest of House Island, for 
the purpose of providing additional anchorage space for deep-dratft vessels enter 
ing the harbor. 

33. The arguments presented by local interests in support of the desired im 
provement were as follows 

(a) There has been a change in recent years in the type of ships using Port 
land Harbor, the present trend being toward vessels of greater length and draft, 
consisting mainly of oil tankers and colliers As this type of shipping is using 
the harbor in steadily increasing numbers, the present 30-foot anchorage is in 
adequate to accommodate such vessels. There is need for improved anchorage 
facilities to provide greater depth and area as many of the vessels draw 30 feet, 
and, because of their length, require a large space in which to swing. The 
present 30-foot anchorage can accommodate only one 500-foot vessel 

(b) Vessels which cannot be accommodated in the present anchorage area are 
required to anchor in the fairway causing serious hazard to other traffic in fog 
and darkness. Particular emphasis was placed on the fire hazard resulting from 
this condition. It was pointed out that a collision involving one of the large oil 
tankers might result in a fire of such proportions as to endanger the entire water 
front. 

(c) The area north of House Island, because of its ready accessibility to con 
necting channels and to the approach from the sea, is considered as the most suit- 
able for anchorage, provided the shoal ground is removed 

(d) A very important part of the business of the port was lost following 
the development of Canadian ports and their use throughout the year by vessels 
of English lines. Since that time the authorities in charge of port development 
at Portland have succeeded in building up business along other lines. This traffic 
is by no means local in character and should be fostered by the Government 
through needed harbor improvements, such as the additional anchorage area 
desired 

34. Insurance interests in Portland have stated that the possibility of collision 
and consequent fire hazards have contributed to the maintefiance of high insur- 
ance rates on vessels as well as on structures along the water front The atti- 

1 Not printed 
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tude of these interests is shown in the following excerpts from letter of | 
secretary and manager of John C. Paige Co., Portland, Maine, dated Novem 
26, 1937: 

“This office carrier a considerable liability on both fire insurance and mar 
insurance on the Portland water front and in Portland Harbor. The rat 
bodies have been worried for years as to the oi! hazard. 

“We believe that the lack of proper anchorage facilities for the large oil t: 
ers now coming into this harbor constitute a hazard which might easily caus: 
conflagration on the water front. Insurance companies are continually stri\ 
for fire prevention, and it is this continual effort along these lines which | 
without interruption, reduced the average rate paid for fire insurance in | 
country over many years. If conflagration occurs, the rates will go up, and 
the marine hazards in this port cause serious marine losses, the vessels u 
the facilities of this port will have to pay.” 

25. No offers of cooperation in the cost of the desired improvement have b 
made by local interests. 

36. Commerce The following table indicates the character and amount 
warter-borne traffic in Portland Harbor during the 5-year period, 1933 to 19 
inclusive: 

Comparative statement of traffic 


[Tons of 2,000 pounds] 
1983 1984 1986 


Imports 
Wood oulo 7H, 049 499 191, 8&3 
Pnilnwood 21, 907 3, 793 45, 257 
Coal. anthracite 241 152 41,850 
Coal, bituminou 5, AA 
China cla‘ 53, 30 $7, 1: 37, 184 48, 789 
Petrolenm products : 7, 854 
All other 4 8.3 5, 104 8, 306 
Total: T 41 28, TRA 336. 175 
Tole $A, 844 128 137, 978 


Exports 
Wheat 
Vegetable food products 
Sevan metal 5 202 39, 3: 3h, 908 | 
Wood onlp : er 
All other 2.13 2 . 692 | 2, 440 


Total: Ton ‘ > ‘ 49, 8&2 
Value si. 72 7a . 2, 344, 306 


Coastwise receipts 
Coal, anthracite an 3 22. ¢ 14, 862 | 
Coal. bituminons , mw), RI ' 917 | 074, 291 
Petrolenm nrodnets 20 746 75 2h , 044, 084 
Veretable food products 3,7 2, 8 , 20, 878 
Sulfur 20, 135 3 33, 63 40, 896 
Lumber and tie 2. } 21, 22, 141 
Wood pvlp 7 16, 557 3 18, 639 | 
22, 845 | 
84, 837 


343, 473 | 
107, 649 
Coastwise shipment 
Petroleum pre lucts an “a 7. on 
Vegetable food products , Sal .- 
Paper 77 + 50 601 
Seneea ont lol . 796 | 
Canned goods . RR rt 
All other 5. 788 ‘ 2 360 | 
Total: Tons oI. on 361, 312 rr 
Value . , 7 2 2 - $15, 855, 318 | $15, 036, 021 


Grand total, all traffic: | 
Tons ; - ! 747 2, 786,363 | 3,041, 474 
Value $54, 825 51, 335, $56, 535,075 | $60, 625, 954 

General trend of commerce, expressed | 

as vercentage of that for 1935 | | 
Tonnage : 111.2 | 121.4 

Value , 6 103.1 | 110.6 | 








Average increase in commerce since 1923: Tonnage, 16.2 percent; value, 10.2 percent. 
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37. The statistics presented above show a steadily increasing tonnage in the 
water-borne traffic of Portland Harbor, particularly in the in-bound traffic, which 
smounted to 86.6 percent of the total for the entire period. There was also a 
marked upward trend in the domestic trade of the port which in 1937 had in- 
reased to 2,746,952 tons, or 29.8 percent over that for 1933. This increase in the 
iomestic tonnage was due to the large volume of coal and petroleum products 
handled. Imports from foreign countries remained practical’y stationary during 
the 5-year period shown, while exports more than trebled due to the increased 
shipments of scrap metal. 

38. During the above period wood pulp ranked first in volume of foreign im- 
ports and comprised 52,4 percent of its total tonnage. Scrap metal was the main 
item of the export trade and represented 59.0 percent of the total tonnage of 
that business. The leading items of domestic commerce were bituminous coal 
und petroleum products. These items represented 88.9 percent of the coastwise 
receipts for the entire period. Petroleum products were the principal com- 

wdities shipped coastwise and comprised 57.7 percent of the total volume of 
that business. 

39. The primary purpose of the desired improvement is to supplement the 
existing anchorage facilities of the harbor which are now taxed beyond capacity. 
It is not expected to increase the traffic in the harbor beyond its normal growth, 
or effect any saving in transportation costs. While there is a possibility of a 
saving to vessels in insurance rates, through removal of the collision hazard, 
no conclusive evidence has been presented to show that these rates would be 
lowered, 

4). Vessel trafic.—The tables below show a comparison of vessel traffic for the 
i-year period 1933 to 1937, inclusive, and the trips and size of vessels drawing 
above 22 feet, which used the harbor during 1937. 


Comparative statement of vessel traffic 


Trips, inbound and outbound 
Draft (feet) nn wee —— 
1934 1935 1936 


0 0 
0 } 
62 70 
v1 50 
83 107 
107 150 
441 143 
, 765 4, 697 3 
Total, all vessels 5, 601 5, 255 4, 
tal net registered tonnage 3, 786, 412 4, 025, 409 4, 105, 


ls, above 22-foot draft, in 1937 


Trips and size of vessel 


Trips, in- Average Approximate | penal Jo a 
Draft (feet) bound and | length net registered whe ag 
outbound (feet tonnage 


(toms) 


6, 000 15. 000 
41000 7, 000-14, 000 
2, 600 4 000-7, 000 


41. Vessel traffic in Portland Harbor shows a tendency toward a greater use 
of the port by the large deep-draft carrier, especially by those engaged in the 
coal and oil trade. During the above 5-year period, the traffic by vessels draw- 
bg more than 28 feet shows an average increase of about 40 percent since 1933, 
while that by vessels drawing 2S feet or less shows an average decrease of about 
l> percent over the same period. The fluctuations and apparent decline in traffic 
by the shallower-draft vessel are attributable to the replacement of this type of 
essel by the larger and more economical type of carrier. Vessels drawing 30 
feet or more made 25 trips from 1933 to 10937, inclusive, 8 of which were made 

ng the latter year. 
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42. Difficulties attending navigation—According to testimony presented at tly 
hearing, the principal difficulty attending navigation occurs when the anchor 
age space is filled and vessels seeking anchorage are forced to anchor i: 
position which obstructs the fairway. This condition, it is claimed, makes nay 
gation difficult for other vessels using the channels and at times of bad weather 
and poor visibility presents a hazardous situation which might easily result 
collision and possible sinking of a vessel in the fairway. 

43. Survey.—lIn order to obtain data on which to base an estimate of cost to 
provide adequate anchorage facilities in Portland Harbor, a sounding and prob 
ing survey was made in February and March 1939 of the existing anchorage are 
which lies off the eastern end of the city, and of the area northwest of House 
Island which local interests desire improved. The materials encountered 
these areas consisted, principally, of silt, mud, and soft to stiff clay. The a 
companying map, marked “Portland Harbor, Maine, in 1 sheet, scale as show: 
file No. 621 D-1-2,” shows the latest soundings and probings and other gene: 
features, 

14. Plan of improvement.—Two planseof improvement are considered in cor 
tion with the desired anchorage facilities. These plans, designated as p 


i 


nec 


A and plan B, are shown on the accompanying map described in paragraph 43 
Plan A provides for dredging to a depth of 35 feet at mean low water an ar 
of approximately 170 acres northwest of House Island. Plan B provides for ¢! 
deepening of an area of about 113 acres to 35 feet at mean low water in t! 
existing 30-foot anchorage located off the eastern end of the city, and dredging 
to a depth of 30 feet an area of about 112 acres northwest of House Isla 
The depths and areas of improved anchorages which would be available under 


the plans considered, are shown below: 


undg 
Deptt Area Deptt 


Feet Acres Feet 
30 128 
30 


While the cost of plan A exceeds that of plan B, plan A provides more ad 
quately for general traflic in both depth and area, and places the 35-foot anchor 
age about 1 mile nearer the entrance of the harbor, which would be an advantax 
to large vessels when visibility is poor. 

45. The estimates for excavation given below provide for the disposal of th 
material at sea. 

Pian A: Anchorage 35 feet deep at mean low water, about 170 acres, 
northwest of House Island: 
Excavation, 1,735,600 cnbic yards, at 45 cents per cubie yard 
Estimated anual maintenance cost 
Plan B: Anchorage 35 feet deep at mean low water, about 113 acres, 

off eastern end of city, and anchorage 30 feet deep, about 112 acres, 

northwest of House Island: 

Excavation, 1,172,700 cubie yards, at 45 cents per cubic yard . oa%, 
Estimated annual maintenance cost 15, 


The above estimates include engineering and contingency costs and provide for 
an overdepth allowance of 1 foot. The quantities are in terms of place measure 
ment. 

46. Analysis of economic justification.—In view of the growing use of Portland 
Harbor by large deep-draft vessels and the increasing importance of this traffic 
to the continued commercial growth of the port, the economic cost as an annu 
carrying charge for the desired improvement has been estimated on a life of the 
improvement of 40 years. Amortization of the cost of aids to navigation is 
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pased on a life of 15 years or these structures. Analyses of the costs for both 
plan A and plan B are given below: 


Plan A Plan B 


a) Federal investment: 
(1) Estimated expenditure by Engineer Department for construction of 


anchorage 5 $780, 120 $527,715 
(2) Estimated expenditure by Lighthouse Department for aids to navigation 456 872 
(3 Tota] Federal investment ‘ ost , : 780, 556 528, 587 


Federa] annual carrying charge 


(1) Interest at 344 percent on item (a) (3 27,319 18, 501 
2) Amortization of item (a) (1) (40 years at 346 percent) 9, 229 6, 243 
(3) Amortization of item (@) (2) (15 years at 34¢ percent) 23 45 
(4) Estimated cost of annual maintenance of anchorage 10, 000 15, 000 
(5) Estimated cost of annual maintenance of aids to navigation 350 700 
6 Total Federal annual carrying charge 46, 921 40, 489 
Non-Federal investment None None 
Total carrying charge 
(1) Federal annual carrying charge 46, 921 40, 489 
(2) Non-Federal annual carrying charge None None 
(3 lotal annual carrying charge - - . 46, 921 40, 489 


47. Anchorage facilities in Portland Harbor are inadequate in both depth 
and area to meet the requirements of the existing traffic, which is steadily in- 
reasing. The desired improvement will not only provide suitable anchorage for 
present and prospective traffic, but will serve an important need in the interests 
of safety to general navigation, by eliminating the collision hazard. While 
the improvement is not expected to result in any saving in transportation costs 
or other tangible benefits which could be evaluated to set against the annual 
carrying charge, the losses resulting from a single collision might easily amount 
to several times that charge. It appears, therefore, that the annual carrying 
charge of plan A of $46,921, which is the more satisfactory plan, is not excessive. 

18. Discussion and conclusions.—Portland is the most northerly and easterly 
port on the Atlantic coast, and therefore nearer to Europe than any other United 
States port. The city has a population of more than 70,000, an area of 2114 
square miles, and a water frontage of 814 miles. It is 3% miles from the open 
sea, the approach to the harbor being through a channel 35 feet deep at mean 
ow water, this depth being maintained to the upper side of the Maine State 
plier, above which it is 30 feet. The geographical location of Portland, its fine 
natural harbor, and excellent inland transportation facilities by rail and truck 
have been important factors in developing the city as the principal distribution 
center for a large section of northern New England. 

1). The trade of Portland is entirely in the foreign and coastwise routes, as 
there are no arteries for water-borne traffic extending into the interior. At one 
ime the city was the winter port for Canadian commerce, during the period when 
the St. Lawrence was closed by ice. For 5 months of the year the harbor was 
ised extensively by the Cunard, White Star, and the other large steamship lines. 
This business, however, was lost to Canada upon the development of its ports 
and the passing of the Grand Trunk Railway into the hands of the Dominion 
Government in 1923. While this resulted in a serious loss in foreign trade to 
the port, the city has succeeded in building up a fair domestic commerce, as shown 
by both receipts and shipments, and is now endeavoring to increase its general 
trade through the establishment of services to southern and foreign ports. 

0. The harbor in the past afforded adequate accommodation for the smaller 
type of vessels which made up in number what they lacked in tonnage. The 
dimensions of the present anchorage located off the eastern end of the city are 
ow inadequate for the large ships which use the harbor. The increased traffic 
in coal and oil carriers, some as long as 500 feet, with capacities ranging to 
15,000 tons, is the chief cause of congestion. Large vessels which enter at 
night, or at times of fog or adverse weather, rather than attempt to navigate 
the channel under these conditions, will drop anchor and wait for daylight or 
better visibility before proceeding to their berths. If they find the anchorage 
filled they must anchor in such a position as to obstruct the fairway, thereby 
causing congestion with a possibility of collision. 
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51. Under normal conditions, it is possible to anchor with safety 8 vessels 
about 450 feet long and drawing up to 26 feet in the existing 30-foot anchoray 
In the greater part of the anchorage vessels with drafts of 28 feet and over 
be anchored at high tide, but it would be unsafe at low tide. For sat 
there should always be 8 to 4 feet of water beneath a vessel at all stages o 
tide. During spring tides the depth might be reduced as much as 2.5 feet, ; 
with westerly winds occurring at the same time there might be a furthe: 
duction of as much as 2 feet. Under existing conditions there is only) 
place in Portland Harbor that vessels 500 feet in length drawing 30 feet 
over can anchor and be out of the fairway, and that is in the natural deep 
to the west of Diamond Island Ledge. If this area is occupied and a 50\-; 
vessel is seeking anchorage, it is anchored in the channel to the south of Diau 
Island Ledge. This clearly indicates that existing anchorage facilities are in 
quate for the deepest draft vessels which use the harbor, and at times of a! 
normally low tides are not even suitable for vessels of 26-foot draft. 

52. During 1937, approximately 45 vessels of drafts greater than 26 feet mac: 
one or more trips to Portland Harbor. Investigation has disclosed that a; 
proximately 50 percent of these vessels were required to anchor from 30 minutes 
to 24 hours before proceeding to wharf. 

53. Under the improvement proposed in plan A, the area northwest of Hous: 
Island would accommodate, if properly spaced, a maximum of 6 vessels abont 
460 feet in length drawing 26 feet, and the existing 30-foot anchorage w: 
afford space for 3 vessels of this length drawing less than 26 feet. Plan B 
through deepening the existing anchorage to 35 feet, would provide adequat 
space for 3 of the larger type vessels drawing more than 26 feet, and throug! 
dredging the area northwest of House Island to a depth of 30 feet would giv 
additional space for 3 of the large vessels drawing less than 26 feet. 

54. The Port of Portland has a large and growing ol! business and the tankers 
used in this business are rapidly being replaced by much larger, deeper-draft 
ships. This condition has rendered the existing 30-foot anchorage inadequat: 
and it is the opinion of the district engineer that additional depth as well as area 
is required for both present and prospective traffic. By providing additiona! 
space, obstruction of the fairway by large vessels would be eliminated and the 
1azard of collision reduced, particularly at times of poor visibility. 

55. In view of the foregoing, the district engineer is of the opinion that Port 
land Harbor should be improved to provide additional facilities as proposed 
under plan A, described in paragraph 46 above. 

56. Shore-line changes. The proposed improvement would not result in a: 
shore-line changes. 

57. Water power and other special subjects.—There are no questions of water 
power, flood control, land reclamation, or wildlife conservation involved. 

58. Recommendation.—The district engineer recommends the improvement 
Portland Harbor, Maine, by the United States, by dredging an anchorage ar 
35 feet deep at mean low water and approximately 170 acres in area, northwes 
of House Island, substantially as shown on the accompanying map (plan A) 
an estimated cost of $780,120 for new work, with $10,000 annually for maint: 
nance. As the proposed improvement is in the interest of general navigation, no 
cooperation in its cost by local interests is recommended. 

59. The work should be prosecuted at a rate sufficient to insure its complet 
in 1 year, and the funds to be appropriated should be provided in a singk 
appropriation. 


ip 


A. K. B. LYMAN, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
District Engineer 
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{First endorsement] 


OFFICE, DIVISION ENGINEER, 
NortH ATLANTIC DIVISION, 
New York, N. Y., August 14, 1939. 
To the CH1reF oF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
| concur in the recommendation of the district engineer. 
C. L. HALL, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
Acting Division Engineer. 


DREDGING PROJECT 


Senator Haypen. What I was trying to get at was what Senator 
Cordon was talking about. 

Is this a continuation of an existing project upon which work has 
been done recently / 

Senator Brewsrter. I a.n quite sure it is not. I think the work 
carried out there in the last few years has been over at another location. 

Colonel Mitne. That is correct, sir. 

Chairman McKetiar. When was the last work done? 

Colonel Mine. The last dredging was done just prior to the Second 
World War. However, we are in the process now of completing 
a contract for breakwater which was delayed during the war and 
started right after the war. It is just about completed. 

Chairman McKe tar. It is now being worked on? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir; and this 35-foot anchorage project for the 
House Island Anchorage is closely tied in with the channel, the exist- 
ing 35-foot channel going into Portland Harbor. 

Senator ELtenper. As you indicated a moment ago, you considered 
this a most important project sometime ago when you had an over-all 
amount to apply to specific projects, but you thought that others were 
more important than this one. 

Colonel Miine. That is correct. 

Senator Exxrenper. Has anything occurred since you made that 
decision and now that would change your attitude toward the project? 

Colonel Mizne. That decision was made when we were preparing 
the 1952 budget, which, as you know, we prepared in the summer 
about a year ago, at that time. 


EXPANSION OF PETROLEUM INDUSTRY 


Since then, I can say this has happened: As Senator Brewster has 
pointed out, the ships are continually getting larger that are going 
into the Portland area, and the petroleum industry up there has ex- 
panded a great deal. 

Senator Evtenper. Expanded in what respect, military use or 
civilian use? 

Colone] Mrne. Not for direct military use. However, the Port- 
land area is one of the largest distributors of petroleum in the north- 
ern part of the New England States. That petroleum goes not only 
to domestic use but a great portion of it goes to the industries up there 
that. are, of course, in the defense business, and then another portion 
of the petroleum is transshipped by pipeline from the Portland area 

The receipts in Portland have grown enormously. 

Senator Ex:enver. What is that you said / 
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Colonel Mune. Transshipped by pipeline from Portland to Canada. 

Senator E.tenper. You mean oil that is brought by ship is piped 
from Portland to Montreal? 

Colonel Miune. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. Why is that? 

Colonel Minne. The primary reason for that is that the St. Law- 
rence is frozen over a great portion of the year. 

Senator ELtenper. Why should that facility be used to assist Mon 
treal? Why not assist people that need it in your locality ? 

Colonel Mrine. There is no question as I see it, sir, of the people 
in the Portland area not getting enough petroleum. They.are getting 
enough. But there is more and more petroleum coming into Portland 
Harbor for these several reasons: (1) increased domestic use; (2) 
increased commercial use; and (3) a portion going to Canada. 

Senator E.tenper. What percentage of the amount of oil that 
comes there is transshipped through this pipeline ¢ 

Colonel Miine. I shall have to furnish that for the record. 

Senator Brewster. A very substantial amount. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

Due to the short period of time between the closing and the printing of the 
hearings, this figure could not be determined with any degree of accuracy. From 
what information has been obtained, it is believed that the amount of oil trans 
shipped through the pipeline is in excess of 50 percent. 


OIL TRANSPORTATION 


Chairman McKetxar. When was the pipeline built? 

Senator Brewster. The first one. I think, was built about 5 years 
ago. They have doubled it. They have built a parallel line within 
the last year. 

Now, the letter of the Secretary of War I will leave with the com- 
mittee. 

The only other thing is that Mr. Rentzel, who is Under Secretary 
of Commerce in Charge of Transportation, and also Chairman of 
the Wilson Committee on Transportation, the over-all defense agency, 
has written quite an extended letter about this Portland matter, ask 
ing examination. 

I will file a copy of that letter with the committee. 

In this letter, he has instructed his aides to have immediate studies 
made concerning the shipment of rubber through there as well o1 
account of the rail facilities. 

[I cite that only as indicating the importance which he attaches to 
this item. He addresses that letter to the Portland area, which will 
indicate what we feel is the developing defense importance of this 
situation. 

Senator ELLenper. Do you recall the date of that letter? 

Senator Brewster. That letter is within 2 weeks; very recent. 

That came gratuitously to me. He was advising me of the steps 
they were taking because of these shipments—what the Navy is go- 
ing to do. F 

The admiral may or may not be familiar, but in the Second World 
War they did use it extensively and they do have considerable facili- 


ties there now. 
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Chairman McKe tar. Is much of this oil distributed by truck? 

Senator Brewster. By truck, rail, and pipeline. They have a pipe- 
line from Portland to Bangor they have just built to take it from Port- 
land. In other words, Portland has been made a great oil terminal, 
and they are bringing it both from overseas and from the Gulf and 
from South America. It comes from all quarters. 

Chairman McKettar. It largely comes in tankers ¢ 

Senator Brewster. Big tankers, yes. 

Chairman McKe.war. If there are no further questions, we thank, 
you, Senator. 
’ Senator Brewsrer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


MILITARY PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 
DrePARTMENT OF THE NAvy 
RESTORATIONS REQUESTED 


Chairman McKe rar. All right, Admiral; we will go ahead with 


you. 
' Senator Corvon. I notice this document is marked “Secret” at the 
top and bottom. 

Admiral Truurser. Not all of it, sir. 

The whole document in toto is marked “Secret” because there are 
secret parts in it. 

When we come to those places, I will ask to testify off the record. 


Chairman McKewvar. Has it been printed in the House record? 

Admiral Tuurser. A part of it has, yes, sir; the major part of it 
has. 

The only exceptions are those where we are asking the Senate com- 
mittee to reinsert or add. 

Chairman McKe.iar. Suppose you just explain them, because there 
Is no use printing 1t twice. 

Admiral Tuurser. One project the House committee reduced $6 
million, the Navy’s part in a joint project. That was reduced from 
$13 million to $7 million. 

Chairman McKe.iar. What joint project is that ! 

Admiral Tuurser. It is a highly classified project which the Navy 
is not requesting a reclaimer for. 

Senator Corpon. You are willing to take what the House gave you? 

Admiral Tuurser. Yes, sir. However, before the Senate commit- 
tee decides fully on that, I recommend that they hear from Mr. 
MeNeil or Mr. Garlock, who sponsored this joint project. We are 
just the contributing members. 

General Moore. Mr. Chairman, they decided in the Department of 
Defense that they will not request this committee to restore that 
project. The House kicked it out; and, as far as the Department is 
concerned, we make no request for restoration. 

Senator Corpon. Did the House deny if entirely ¢ 

General Moore. Yes, sir. It was the $6 million project. 

Admiral Tuurser. The next project which was added by the House 
committee was designed to increase the capacity of the San Diego 
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water-supply system, which the Secretary of the Navy declared a n 
tary necessity. 

Chairman McKettar. Is that where they have salt water? 

Admiral Tuurser. No, sir: This is a separate project. 

It is the second part of the San Diego aqueduct. 

The third exception is the project mentioned by General Hill fo 
the construction of the dam in the Santa Margarita River, which was 
stricken from the Navy’s proposal on the floor of the House. 

This project amounts to $11,396,000 and is a most urgent matt 
in the support of the increased personnel force of the Marine Corps 
and is one of great concern to the Secretary of the Navy. 

I would like to have, off the record, what we are up against t! 
in addition to what General Hill has testified. 

Chairman McKetuar. All right. 

Senator Knownanp. Mr. Chairman, I am acting as minority leade: 
today for Senator Saltonstall. If the admiral could go on with other 
things outside of this Santa Margarita business until I return, I 
come down just as soon as I can get somebody else to sit in for me. 
Inasmuch as it concerns the State of California, I should like to be 
here. 


OVERSEAS NAVAL, BASES 


Admiral Tuvreer. The fourth exception is the increasing funding 
requested for the construction of four classified Navy air bases 
overseas. 

In our original proposal to the Congress, we requested total fund- 
ings for these four bases of $8,860,890. 

Senator E.ttenpver. Apart from the $35 billion the President 1 


cently asked for? 

Admiral Truurser. Yes, sir; or approximately 10 percent of the 
total amount authorized in Public Law 155. 

This amount would have permitted only preliminary work at th 
sites, . 

Circumstances now warrant an acceleration and readiness of t! 
bases. 

Accordingly, the Secretary of Defense has obtained the approval 
of the President for increasing the amount of financing by $35,247,092 
or to approximately 50 percent of the total amount authorized for 
those bases. 

I should like to discuss the location of the bases and the reason for 
this increase off the record, if I might. 

Chairman McKetxar. All right, sir. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Chairman McKettar. We will have to recess until 2 o'clock. 
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AFTER RECESS 
INDEPENDENT OFFICES 
Hovsine AND Home Frvance AGENCY 
DEFENSE COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT 8S. KERR, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


CONSTRUCTION OF DAY-CARE CENTERS 


Chairman McKetzar. The committee will be in order. 

Senator Kerr, I believe that you had a matter which you wanted to 
present to the committee. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to make a brief statement on H. R. 
5650. 

[ solicit the consideration of the committee of the need for amend- 
ing H. R. 5650 to permit that funds appropriated under this bill be 
used for day-care centers in critical defense housing areas. The re- 
port on this bill singles out day-care centers, stating that no funds 
have been allowed, either assistance or administrative, for consulta- 
tion, operation, development, or administration of day-care facilities 
or programs, 

I frankly think that of all of the things included in Public Law 
139, which is the authorization bill about which this appropriation 
bill is being enacted, that none was more significant or important than 
the necessity of providing day-care centers or facilities. 


HOUSE ACTION 


Senator ELLenper. What is the amount involved, Senator; do you 
know ¢ 

Senator Kerr. It is entirely up to this committee. The House did 
not put anything in it. 

Senator ELLznper. Was there a budget estimate? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir: there was. 

CuHatrrMan McKe rar. The House said this about it, on page 5, and 
| will read just a portion of it: 

That such surveys would require some months for the numerous projects 
which agency officials expect will apply for aid. The committee will expect that 
the intent of the law be observed to the fullest. The law authorizes assistance 
n the form of both loans and grants, but procedures have not been worked out 


is to the conditions under which loans, as opposed to grants, will be made. 


Now, it seems that the law has been passed, but the procedures have 
not been worked out. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, I think that an investigation will 
show that the procedures have been worked out, and the actual infor- 
mation with reference to conditions is available, and it will be pre- 
sented to your committee. And, if I may say so, my firm conviction is 
that the language used by the House was done so as an expedient to 
provide a means and a way for them to accomplish a purpose which 
they had, rather than to accurately describe a condition. 

CHamrMan McKettar. Let me read what the House said about it: 

More specifically, no funds have been allowed either as assistance or adminis- 
trative for consultation, operation, development, or administration of day-care 
facilities or programs. 
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Senator Kerr. That is right; and the reason for it was not that the) 
did not have the information. 
Chairman McKetiar. The House declined to put anything in. 


MOTHERS IN DEFENSE LABOR FORCE 


Senator Kerr. They kicked it out because they were against thie 
program. 

Almost as many women are working now im industry, defense and 
otherwise, as were working at the peak of World War II. There are 
19,400,000 women in the civilian labor force today, as compared wit! 
a high of 20,400,000 in July 1944. About 10 percent of the women i: 
the labor force today hi ive children under 6 years of age. 

It is not a question of whether mothers of little children should 
be employed. They not only are badly needed, but they are actually 
working now. The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that 1,400,000 
more workers than are now in the labor force will be needed for the 
national defense program through 1952. A large number of these 
workers will have to be women. 

Employment today, Mr. Chairman, is at an all-time high, a greater 
number than ever before in our history. Unemployment on a per- 
centage basis is at an all-time low. 

In order to recruit the additional workers, they are going to have 
to employ hundreds of thousands of additional women. A large 
number of single women will be recruited first, but inevitably many 
mothers with young children, in addition to those now employed, 
will find it necessary to go to work as the defense and mobilizatior 
program expands. 


AUTHORIZATION ACT 


Congress recognized the importance of making it possible for em 
ployed mothers to have adequate care for their children when they 
enacted Public Law 139, the Defense Housing and Community Fa¢ 
ties and Services Act of 1951. That act, Mr. Chairman, authorized 
$50,000,000 for housing, $60,000,000 for services and facilities, includ- 
ing day-care facilities, and $10,000,000 for sites, principally for houses 
Under that law, Federal funds are authorized to extend assistance for 
the provision of or to provide community facilities and services re 
quired in connection with national defense activities in critical defense 
housing areas. Day-care centers are specifically included among the 
community facilities for which these Federal funds have bee 
authorized. 

Because of their importance to children, I want to call your attent 101 
to certain provisions of this law, Public Law 139, the authorizing bill. 

Under title IIT, Federal funds are authorized to be used in making 
plans, surveys, and investigations with reference to community facil! 
ties. Iam convinced that it was the intent of Congress that we should 
have the facts concerning the need for day-care centers along with 
other community facilities in critical defense housing areas, and that 
Federal funds should be available for he ‘Iping to get these facts. Sur- 
veys and investigations should be going on right now to determine 
the full extent of the need for day-care centers in the 41 areas which 
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have already been declared as critical areas. Surveys should be made 
in other areas as rapidly as they are declared critical—and there will 
he many more so declared shortly, Mr. Chairman. 


FACILITIES FOR DAY CARE OF CHILDREN INADEQUATE 


Evidences are mounting every day that facilities for day care are 
inadequate to meet the needs in areas where there is a concentration 
of defense workers or military personnel. We cannot afford to let 
children go without the care they need, simply because we have not 
taken steps to enable us to know what is happening to them and what 
facilities are needed for their care. 

I do not need to remind this committee that men here in the Con- 
gress not only were aware of those facts when they passed Public 
Law 139, the authorization bill, but Members of this Senate are aware 
today of the tremendous number, the millions of mothers employed ; 
of the fact that they have children under 6 years of age; and of the 
conditions which will prevail where those children do not have the 
facilities in which the day care contemplated under Public Law 139 
is available. 

Title IIT of Public Law 139 also authorizes the use of Federal funds 
for expanding existing community facilities or establishing and oper- 
ating new ones if necessary. The law provides adequate safeguards, 
in my opinion, to insure that Federal funds will not be used need- 
lesslv, and it emphasizes making full use of the available facilities 
and funds in local communities before any Federal funds are used. 

It provides for adjustments in the amount of Federal funds paid, 
so that communities able to carry a larger share of the costs will do so. 

I have no fear that Federal funds will be used for day-care centers 
unless there is a well-established need for them. 

We know, from experience during World War II, what happens 
when necessary facilities for day care of children are lacking. Chil- 
dren suffer; turn-over of women workers increases; morale is lowered; 
and production lags. 

We should not let these things happen today, next month, or next 
year, and it is utterly fact blindness for any man to sit here and say, 
“Sure, the mobilization effort is on; sure, nearly 20 million women 
are employed ; certainly 2 million of them have children under 6 years 
of age—but we will wait until we find out whether or not the day-care 
centers are required,” 

Congress crossed that bridge when it passed Public Law 159. 
Therefore, I urge that the Senate amend H. R. 5650 so that Federal 
funds may be used with respect to day-care centers in critical defense 
housing areas, as authorized under Public Law 139. 

Chairman McKewiar. Have you prepared any language that would 
effect your purpose ¢ 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, the representatives of the affected 
wency will submit that language. 

You see, when Congress passes this appropriation act, it recognizes 
the necessity for implementing the authorization in Public Law 139. 
Well, the day-care facilities were just as much a part of Public Law 
139 as anything else, and I urge the committee to take care of it, along 
with the other things in the bill. 





252 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


JUSTIFICATION OF BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Senator E.tenper. Mr. Chairman, in House Document 242, a ju 
fication is made for the $25,000,000, and I notice this language 
page 16: 

It is difficult to estimate accurately in advance of complete unit surveys 
amounts which will be expended for the different purposes under this act. 
cau, however, give some approximation, using the Lanham Act experience f 
World War II as a guide in making substantial downward adjustments i: 
relative amounts for day care and recreation. Since the agencies’ need for t! 
has not yet been established, on this basis, we have arrived at the follow 
preliminary breakdown of the $25,000,000 estimate 

And under that they have for day care construction, $300,000; a 
for services. day-care services, $1,500,000, 

Senator Kerr. That is not in H. R. 5650. 

Senator E.uenper. That is in the budget estimate, of the whol 
$25,000,000. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Chairman McKeunar. We are glad to have you, always, Senato: 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKeutar. I would like to insert a letter addressed 
me in regard to this program. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

OcTOBER 15, 1951 
Hon. KenNeta McKErLar, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR McKeLiaAr: The national organizations listed below would | 
to have this letter included in the record of the hearings before the Senate A) 
propriations Committee on the second supplemental appropriations for 1952 
(H. R. 5650). These organizations are concerned because, in H. R. 5650 as 
now stands, no funds have been allowed for construction, operation, devs 
ment, or administration of day-care programs. In February of this year so 
of these organizations gave joint testimony at the hearings on S. 349 (now FP: 
lic Law 139), setting forth the urgency of providing for day-care centers f 
children of working mothers. Meantime the situation has grown more ac 
and the undersigned urge the Senate Appropriations Committee to author 
appropriations for day-care centers at least in those areas where the nee! 
greatest. 

At the outset let us hasten to say that we, like most other citizens of t! 
United States, would much prefer to have the mothers themselves have 
responsibility of training their young children. But we must face the facts 
which are these: 

1. There are today in the labor force 19,514,000 women (Census Bureau { 
ures for September 1951). This is just a little below the peak in the war y: 
1944-45, when there were approximately 20 million, 

2. A large percentage of women in the labor force work because they have t 
Evidence of this may be found in census figures giving the number of women w 
are the sole civilian earners or the principal civilian earners in their famili: 
and in various studies reported in the Women’s Bureau 1950 Handbook of Fa: 
on Women Workers (Bulletin No, 237). 

3. In 1949, nearly 11% million married women were in the labor force; 4 
million of these had children under 18; and of this group 124 million had childr: 
under 6 (census figures). 

4. The Department of Labor estimates that approximately 114 million ad 
tional workers will have to be found in 1952 if defense production goals are | 
be realized. Obviously, women form the only sizable labor reserve to be tapped 
and the largest proportion of new workers will have to come from their ranks 
Obviously, also, a certain percentage of these new women workers will 
mothers with children. 
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These are inescapable facts. Therefore, as much as all of us would like to 

see mothers, especially those with young children, stay at home to care for them, 
this is Just not possible in the case of large numbers of them. The urgency to 
provide services for children of these working mothers in the defense set-up is 
twofold: (1) To protect the children—our great resource; and (2) to make it 
possible for mothers to stay on the job with the knowledge that their children 
are being adequately cared for. This not only makes for better morale on the 
iob but also for less turn-over of women workers. 
” Communities where large numbers of women are employed are making surveys 
that plainly show the need now of carefully developed child-care programs. 
Miss Nora English, of the Illinois State Department of Public Welfare, reported 
in July 1951 that there was no organized program whatever to meet the needs 
of working mothers in the area around Rock Island, Moline, and East Moline, 
where over 25,000 women ‘were employed. In Milwaukee, Wis., women are 
working on both day and night shifts at the enormous Allis-Chalmers plant 
\ recent community survey in that city showed the need for at least two new 
day-care centers, with potential need for more. The survey showed that an 
verage of 45 children per month were being turned away during the past year 
because of lack of facilities. 

Other cities where existing day-care facilities are taxed to capacity and have 
vaiting lists are Denver and Pueblo, Colo.; Columbus, Ga.; Indianapolis, Ind. ; 
Cleveland and Toledo, Ohio; Portsmouth and Richmond, Va.; and Rochester, 
N. ¥, 

In order that our tremendous defense program may not be operated at the 
expense of children, we urgently request the Senate Appropriations Committee 
to amend H. R. 5650 so that funds may be made available for giving emergency 
help in operating day-care centers to communities where the need is shown to 
be serious. 

Yours sincerely, 

Statement authorized by: Mildred Horton, American Home Economics 
Association; Mary E. Leeper, Association for Childhood Educa- 
tion International; Mrs. Paul Sifton, National Consumers 
League; Mrs. Theodore Wedel, National Council of Church 
Women; Mrs. Louis Ottenberg, National Council of Jewish 
Women; Gladys Cornell Irwin, National Board, Young Women’s 
Christian Association. 
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MILITARY PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 
DrPARTMENT OF THE NAvy 


STATEMENTS OF REAR ADM. H. R. THURBER, USN, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS); REAR ADM. H. | 
PUGH, MC, USN, SURGEON GENERAL, BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND 
SURGERY; REAR ADM. J. F. JELLEY, CEC, USN, CHIEF, BUREAU 
OF YARDS AND DOCKS; REAR ADM. E. W. CLEXTON, USN, ASSIST. 
ANT COMPTROLLER, DIRECTOR OF BUDGET AND REPORTS; CAPT 
L. G. JORDAN, MC, USN, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF BUREAU FoR 
PLANNING AND LOGISTICS, BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SUR. 
GERY; DONALD M. PATTERSON, SPECIAL ASSISTANT, BUREAU 
OF YARDS AND DOCKS FOR OPERATIONS; CAPT. W. V. DEUTER. 
MANN, USN, SECRETARY, SHORE STATION DEVELOPMENT BOARD. 
OFFICE OF CNO; CAPT. A. W. EYER, MC, USN, DIRECTOR, PLAN. 
NING DIVISION, BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY; CAPT 
R. R. CRAIGHILL, USN, CHIEF STAFF OFFICER, OFFICE OF BUDGET 
AND REPORTS; COMMANDER J. HENRY ETTER, JR., CEC, USN, 
STAFF OFFICER, OFFICE OF BUDGET AND REPORTS; AND MAJ 
GEN. W. P. T. HILL, USMC, QUARTERMASTER GENERAL OF THE 
MARINE CORPS—Resumed 


CLASSIFIED PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS 


Admiral Tuvurser. We were last discussing the four classified ai 
bases, Mr. Chairman. 

We have an authorization request approved for $88,210,700, an 
we want $44,108,900 for an increment of that construction for th: 
fiscal year 1952. 

Chairman McKetiar. You want how much? 

Admiral Trurser. $44,108,900, or approximately 50 percent of | 
total authorization. 

In the present bill there is $8,860,980, and we request an additio1 
$35,247,920, so that we may go ahead with this work in good fait 
with the countries with which we have negotiated, and also to increas 
our state of readiness. 

Chairman McKetxar. I do not suppose you have had an oppo! 
tunity to look into the question of the agreements that we now hav 
with one country. They were correctly stated by you before lun 
] suppose. ; 

Admiral Tuvurser. Yes, sir. Next, I have a presentation w! 
shows the entire Navy program, and I can go over it rather quick!) 
with the aid of charts. Normally it would ts rake about an hour and 3 
half, but I could go over it in about 20 minutes with the aid of chart 
if the committee wishes to listen to it. 

Senator Etitenper. I would like to have it. 

Chairman McKen.ar. You may go ahead. 

Admiral Tuurser. You have already heard our request for ex- 
ceptions as to the bill passed in the House, and we can take up the 


broad aspects of the program. 
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It may be questioned by the committee as to why this construction 
program should be so high when the Navy has still a substantial por- 
tion of its World War II shore installations, whereas the forces for 

hich we are now planning support are considerably less than those 
supported during the last war. 


STATUS OF SHORE FACILITIES 


Acknowledging that our permanent installations today constitute 
a sizable portion of the shore plant which we operated during World 
War II, conditions within the plant have remained quite static during 
the intervening years, whereas major developments have been taking 
place, particularly in the field of technology, which leave us today 
without serious inadequacies in the supporting facilities ashore. 

In addition, during World War II, we had a great amount of sup- 
porting facilities afloat which we do not now have, and we had usage 
rates of materials which maintained a fair balance with production 
rates, easing much of the load, and backed up requirements in the 
shore installations. 

We also had a large deployment of personnel overseas, which main- 
tained a fair balance between induction and deployment. 

These conditions do not obtain today. 

In addition, there’s the obvious fact that construction costs have 
risen greatly. They have more than doubled since the outbreak of 
World War II. They went up 25 percent during that war, and an- 
other 75 percent from the war's end until July 1950. Then, since the 
Korean fight began, they have gone up 13 percent more. 

The Navy’s construction program has suffered from this rise in 
costs. Authorized work that could be let on contract had to be reduced 
n many cases. Smaller facilities were built than were contemplated 
by the original authorization. The cost of projects in this program 
was estimated originally on a July 1950 basis. Yet. by the time the 
bill could be prepared, the estimate has to be increased by 10 percent. 

This chart will give us an idea, first, of the correction of inade- 
quacies, Which I will deal with in more detail as we get into the 
charts. There are modern jet and antisubmarine warfare aircraft, 
vhich are new types and which require longer runways, bigger air- 
fie lds, and larger fuel storage capacity. There has been, also, a tre- 
mendous increase in electronics tec hnology which will be illustrated 

iter. And, as you know, a great increase in missiles and types of 
propellants. 

We have hew strategi problems. We emphasi ze now both the east 
ind west, where in World War Il the major emphasis for the Navy 
vas in the Pacific. 

We have new types of equipment, and therefore new training re- 
quirements; and, as you will see in a moment, new storage require- 
ments. 

Our static plant needs in many cases major reconditioning and re- 
onstruction. 

Chairman McKetxar. Is that largely because of the jet planes? 

Admiral Tuurser. This is to replace makeshift World War II con- 
struction. We also have the requirement, in the absence of lower 
usage rates and large-scale deployment overseas, for facilities to ac- 

ommodate creater stock pile sand forces for a state of readiness: for 


90549 51 17 
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example, camp facilities, bulk petroleum storage, more storage for 
ammunition, and supply storage. 

Chairman McKetxar. I want to express the hope that you can ge‘ 
those supply stations and buy them outright, rather than making con 
tracts. 

Admiral Tuurser. We have exhausted that possibility, sir. This 
is continental storage, Mr. Chairman. We leased 4 million square feet 
of continental storage for vp em last year, and exhausted anything 
that resembles economy and efficiency. 

The total fiscal year 1952 public works bill is shown here for cont 
nental, in yellow; and overseas, green. And these blocks show th 
percentage and the amounts for the four requirements shown on thy 
preceding chart; correction of inadequacies, new facilities, major r 
conditioning of existing installations, and pipeline requirements. 

This next chart ws the proposed allocations by sponsor agency 
Fleet facilities, aviation facilities, Marine Corps, communications, se1 
vice schools, ordnance facilities, shipyards, supply facilities, medica! 
yards and docks, and Office of Naval Research. You will notice that 
the aviation facilities constitute about 40 percent of our total program 

Senator Corpon. What does the red line mean? 

Admiral Tuurser. The red line is the total, sir. Broken down, 
there is continental, and the black is overseas. 

Senator Corpvon. Thank you. 

Admiral Tourer. This shows the obligation of construction funds, 
actual and anticipated, in 1951 and for 1952 in the proposal, based 
on the assumption that funds would be available to the Navy ir 
the first quarter of 1952; and we are a little behind that now, sir. 


me 


FLEET FACILITIES 
The next chart shows the fleet facilities, our first activity. The 
total is $55.7 million, which represents about 9 percent of the total pro 
gram. Continental fleet training activities total $46 million, of whic! 
the major part is for fleet air defense training centers, one on the eas’ 
coast and the other on the west coast, and for our two major amphibious 
bases, one on the east coast at Little Creek, Va., and the other on th: 
west coast at Coronado. The improvement of naval stations, in th: 
way of piers, and so on, constitutes the remainder of the continenta 
program. 
OVERSEAS PUBLIC WORKS 


Outside of the continental United States, we have $10.5 million for 
Alaska, $5.6 million for the Philippine Islands, and $2.6 million for 
the Japanese area, and $9.4 million to continue our build up of Guan 


NAVAL BASE, GUAM 


Senator Haypen. I would like to inquire with respect toGuam. <A} 
parently you are going to spend more money there than either in th: 
Philippines or in Japan, and almost equivalent to the amount 
Alaska. Is it the strategic location that requires that? 

Admiral Tuurser. It is to complete a project authorized under Pu! 
lic Law 564 for the extension of power generation, transmission, an 
distribution systems; for water supply and distribution system: 
and for extension of train tracks at a repair facility we have there. 
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Senator Ertenper. Was any effort made to obtain some of that sum 
during the last fiscal year? 

Admiral Tuurser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ex.tenper. As I recall, they appropriated all you required, 
am I right in that? 

Admiral TxHurser. Congress did not appropriate all that was au- 
thorized, and some of this is completion of authorized projects. 

Senator Ettenver. Well, that is to replace a good many of the build- 
ings destroyed by the storm there, is it not? 

Admiral Tuurser. No, sir; none of this is for that. This is a con- 
tinuation of utilities, power, transmission and distribution systems. 


STORM DAMAGE 


Senator Ettenper. What about the damage done there by a severe 
storm. As I recall, to make all the facilities stormproof, a sum was 
required. 

Admiral Tuurser. We did use about $1,000,000 out of our emer- 
gency fund to correct that. 

Senator Ex:.tenver. So none of that is being used thus; is that 
correct : 

Admiral Tuurser. This is power distribution and water supply. 

Senator Corpon. Is that entirely for the Armed Forces, or does it 
take care of the civilian population, too? 

Admiral Tuurser. Part of this is for the civilian population. 

Admiral Jetitey. As you know, Guam is a small island, and we have 
one central water system and one central power plant, and we furnish 
power to the other services, and to the civilian population, and they 
pay us the cost of generation. 

Senator KNow.anp. Mr. Chairman, might I ask the admiral a 
question ¢ 

While Guam has come up, what has ever happened to those perma- 
nent marine barracks which were about two-thirds colughiiel when 
I was last over there, and then abandoned, that were permanent-type 
antityphoon construction? And then the Navy changed its mind 
about having the marines out there—and when I saw them they were 
left in a partially completed status, and are they being used, or have 
they been completed, or what is the situation about those? It was 
fairly expensive construction. 

Admiral Jetiey. I understand no further work has been done on 
them. 

MARINE BARRACKS 


Senator Knowianp. How much money do we have in those 
barracks ¢ 

Admiral Jettey. In the neighborhood of $4,000,000, and were about 
20 or 25 percent completed for the whole area. And they were of- 
fered to the island government for use as a hospital, but they were 
not accepted. 

Senator Know.anp. Those buildings were more than 25 percent 
complete. 

Admiral Jetzey. Individual buildings were, but not all of them. 

Senator Corpon. Have you no use for those uncompleted Marine 
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facilities in Guam? Are you going to let them stand there and | 
that represent a dead loss? 

Admiral Jetury. That project was abandoned several years ag 
when the Marine Corps was being radically reduced. 

Senator Corvon. Now it is being radically increased. 

Admiral Jeuuey. Now, with the increase in the Marine Cor; 
strength, I imagine General Hill and his people are studying th 
possibility of utilizing that. 

General Hitx. No. 

Senator Corpon. Why not? 

General Hiri. That was put out for a special case. 

Senator Corpon. It is a question of whether it can be utilized nov 
by any portion of the Armed Forces. What other use is ther 
for it ? 

Admiral Jeuury.. It was offered to the Guam government, but the 
have not accepted the offer. 

Senator Corvon. What use can you make of it? There is $4,000,00 
there. 

Chairman McKetiar. How many people are there on the island? 

Senator Corpow. When you are talking about doing a complet: 
job there, I think an explanation is required when you find that kind 
of an investment going back to the jungles. I am not considering any 
approval of this bill unless explanations, and adequate explanation 
are made of that sort of thing. So let us start with that. 

Admiral Jetiey. It would take an additional investment of som: 
$10,000,000, and it would also take a continuing investment in sup 
plying those men from the mainland, and shipping out their food, 
uniforms, supplies, and so forth. 

Senator Corpon. Let us say you are not going to use it for th 
Marines, and you are not going to have those people there, a1 
what can you use it for for the United States Navy, in lieu of som: 
thing that you expect to spend some of. this $9,000,000 or other money 
for? 

Admiral Jetaey. It is in the wrong place, Senator. It is 18 miles 
or so from the harbor, where part of our naval facilities are, an 
it is further than that from the radio and communication facilitic 
It is about 10 miles from the air field where we are also asking f 
barracks. 

Senator Corpon. Why was it located that far away in the first 
place? 

Admiral Jetiey. It was originally a Marine training station. 
was located on that side of the island to vive the Marines roo 
enough to train on both their infantry and artillery training. 

Senator Corpon. You will have no other training or other us 
for it? 

Admiral Jettey. None that I know of, sir. 

Senator Knownanp. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to dwell on t! 
too much. This is In a budget of some S70 billion. and sf million iS 1 
very much, apparently. But I think this is only an example of wh 
we are trying to guard against. 

Now, here were first-class, cyclone-proof, permanent constructi: 
barracks that were going in, the type that presumably the services fe 


they should have. They made an investment there. I went throug 
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most of those buildings, and certainly some of them, to me, looked 
as though they were perhaps 70 percent completed, while the whole 
establishment itself may not have been. But it seems to me that a little 
advance planning on a situation of that kind, or putting the services 
a little closer together, would be advisable, so if one decides to aban- 
don their facilities, another service could make use of them. That is 
the type of thing we are trying to encourage, so that we will not have 
this dead waste of an expenditure of this amount of money that now 
is going to be allowed to v0 back to jungle. 


MEDICAL FACILITIES AT GUAM 


Senator Corpon. What about your medical facilities! You offered 
these to Guam as medical facilities, and you are asking for $25 million 
for medical center here now, and why not move that over there and 
get some value out of it’ If it would have been good for Guam, it 
would have been good for us. 

Admiral Jeuury. li was not eood for Guam. The idea originated 
with the Guam Government that they wanted to use it for a hospital, 
and they asked us if they could use it for that purpose, and we 
sald yes. But when they investigated and studied it, they found it 
was not suitable, and there would be no saving of money in turning 
it into a hospital, so they withdrew their request. 

Senator Corvon. What kind of an investigation have you made 
of it? 

Admiral Jettey. That was studied about a year and a half ago 
before we got the initial authorization and appropriation for this 
hospital. This is the third increment, as I recall of appropriations. 
We went into that very carefully, and we tried to lay out wards in 
some barracks buildings and put operating rooms in other ones, and 
so forth. 


CIVILIAN POPULATION 


Senator Exvtenper. To what extent is the civilian population de 
pendent upon the Navy for its water and its electricity supply : 

Admiral Jettey. Those that use electricity—of course, a large num 
ber of them use no elec: ricity, but at least SO percent. will be depend- 
ent upon us. The remainder use small portable generators, operated 
by the island government, in some of the remote villages. 

Senator Eitenper. How about water / 

Admiral Jeter. I would say the same figure applies to water. 
There are some local springs, that individual villages have developed. 

Senator E.ttenper. What is your yardstick for fixing the rates to 
be charged for water and electricity ? 

Admiral Jettey. The cost of raw materials, and the cost of labor, 
the cost of upkeep and maintenance, plus an overhead on the initial 
cost of the system. 

Senator Evitenper. And amortization, who fixes that? 

Admiral Jettey. That is fixed by the Navy in accordance with rules 
laid down by the Bureau of the Budget and the Comptroller General. 
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UTILITY SERVICES ON GUAM 


Senator Ex.cenper. Have you a list available now to a in th 
record, of what the water rates and the electric rates are 

Admiral Jetiey. I can get that for you. 

Senator E.tenper. I wish you would. . 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

1. The sale of all utility services to private parties on the island of Gua: 
is accomplished under the provisions of the memorandum of agreement betwee: 
the Department of the Navy and the Department of the Interior with respect t 
the transfer of responsibility for the administration of the government of Guan 
The effective date of this agreement is July 1, 1950. The agreement was ex: 
cuted by the Secretary of the Navy in accordance with Executive Order 10137 
of June 30, 1950. 

2. The Department of the Navy charges the government of Guam for utility 
services furnished at a rate which is designed to return to the Navy the fu 
eost of furnishing the service. This rate is computed in accordance with a: 
established utility accounting form which takes into consideration such items 
as cost of operations, maintenance, leave for employees, supervision and staff 
consumable supplies, etc., etc. In essence, this rate takes into consideration a! 
elements of cost with the exception of interest on capital investment and depreci 
ation of plant. 

3. During fiscal year 1950, which is the last full year for which records are 
available, the average cost for generating electricity and transmitting it to 
the government of Guam was $0.015 per kilowatt-hour. During the same period 
the average cost of furnishing water to the government of Guam was $0.247 
per thousand gallons. The total costs for that year were $27,000 for electricity 
and $49,000 for water. 

4. The amounts recovered by the Navy for utility services provided to the 
government of Guam are used to defray the cost of providing such services an:| 
balances are returned to the Treasury of the United States. 

5. The Department of the Navy has no control over the rates charged by 
the government of Guam to individual private parties for the utility services 
furnished. 


Chairman McKetiar. Will you put in what was paid for it for | 
year? 

Admiral Jetiey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Eitenper. What becomes of that money ? 

Admiral Jetiey. Balances are deposited to the miscellaneous re 
ceipts of the Treasury. 

Chairman McKetvar. All right, we will proceed. 


AVIATION FACILITIES 


Admiral Trurser. The aviation facilities constitute the largest 
part of the bill being submitted. The large block here is for fleet 
support, and involves the extension of and strengthening of runways, 
jet fuel storage, overhaul, repair facilities for jet aircraft, for fleet 
carrier groups training ashore. 

There is research and development, which is self-explanatory from 
the projects in the bill. 

The next one is training, and that also is self-explanatory, the 
next is for Reserve training; and the miscellaneous block includes 
soil erosion, mosquito control, and so forth. 

This next chart shows a breakdown of our aviation facilities re 
quest by function. There is the airfield pavement and associated 
facilities, and personnel, operational facilities, supply storage, over- 
haul facilities, utilities, roads and services, laboratory facilities, public 
works, repairs at stations, miscellaneous items, fuel storage and dis- 
tribution, and administration building. 
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Senator ELLenver. Would you be able to tell us to what extent you 
are erecting entirely new airfields? 

Admiral THurser. We are not erecting any new airfields. 

Senator Evienver. You are using those that were built during 
World War IT? 


Admiral Tuurser. That is correct. 
EXTENSION OF RUNWAYS 


Senator ELtenper. And extending them to meet your present situa- 
tion? 

Admiral TxHurser. To meet the needs of the new aircraft, sir. 

This next chart shows the difference between a World War II air- 
craft fighter, the F-6F, with a landing speed of 100 miles per hour, 
and the new jet fighter, with a landing speed of 150 miles per hour. 
The World War II fellow needed a 5,000-foot runway, and the present- 
day fellow needs an 8,000-foot runway for safe operations. 

Over here you will see the difference in characteristics. The weight 
of the modern jet is 27,000 pounds; and of the World War II plane 
is 12,000. The tire pressure: World War II was 95 pounds; present- 
day is 175 pounds. 

The cost: Present-day fighter is $960,000, as opposed to $80,000 for 
World War II. 

The landing speeds, I have commented on. 

This is the depth of a concrete runway for World War II type; 
and this is the present type. 

Senator Eiienper. That is the thickness of the concrete? 

Admiral Tuurser. Yes, sir. 

This next chart shows the plan of master jet fields, with dual run- 
ways, for newer type planes. On the west coast the naval ones are 
located at Whidbey, Moffet, and Miramar, and the Marine Corps 
one at El Toro. On the east coast the naval ones are at Brunswick, 
Oceana, Cecil Field, and the Marine Corps one is at Cherry Point. 

The stars show the seaport air stations which provide logistic sup- 
re for unloading and off-loading supplies and planes; and the 

blue circles show minor fleet support : air stations. 

The next chart shows « typical master jet field; dual runways— 
at all of our master jets except at Moffett, where we do not need them 
because of the prevailing winds. Our present fields, where we are 
installing master jet complexes, have their runways extended to 8,000 
feet, 200 feet in width, and strengthened as noted in the last chart, and 
we have provided end zones, for land acquisition or land use, in case we 
need to extend the runways for future type planes. 

The lay-out shows the jet fuel storage up at the top, and this is the 
barracks and repair shop, and so forth, down here. 

The next chart illustrates the Navy and Marine Cor ps Air Reserve 
program. The orange triangles represent our 1952 appropriation 
requests, largely for the extension of fields and stre ngthening of fields. 
The stars show what we received in 1951: and the ‘red squares show 
our combined Navy and Marine Corps Air Reserve training units. 
The yellow symbols indicate those at which we do not contemplate 
having any development for 1952, but will request some in 1953. 

Chairman McKet.ar. Are there any further questions ? 
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MARINE CORPS FACILITIES 


Admiral Tuurser. Next are the Marine Corps facilities. The tra 
ing facilities are largely camp and training, due to the increase 
the Marine force from about 75,000 to 236,000. 

Senator ELienper. Are you building new facilities? 

Admiral Tuurser. We are using the same facilities, expand 
There are the depot and storage facilities, and we must have mor 
storage; and the roads and utilities, of course, are a component of ex 
panding your present plant. And the rest of it is self-explanatoy 

The big item that we are concerned with in the Marine Corps 
the dam at Santa Margarita, and if that is not installed to take ea: 
of the water requirements for the additional personnel we plan 
put there in training and staging, the Navy Department will have 1 
consider moving elsewhere. 

Senator Corpon. May I inquire whether the discussion on that su 
ject matter before the House fully presented all of the factors iy 
volved in that question ? ‘ 

Admiral Tuurser. To the best of my knowledge, they were ful! 
presented in committee and cleared by the House committee. Thy 
item was stricken out on the floor of the House, at the instance of 
member from Pennsylvania, of the Interior and Insular Affairs Con 
mittee, if my recollection is correct. 

Senator E:tenper. Was it stricken because of this law-suit that w 
on file, according to Senator Knowland ? 

Admiral Trvurner. As I remember the Congressional Record, it 
stricken because of hearings being conducted in this other committe: 

Senator KNow.Lanp. Yes. I think that that is involved. 

Senator ELLeNper. Now, you say if you do not get what you want 
there, you W ill vo somewhere else. Ilave you any other place aval! 
able in the country where you can move them without too much cost 
the Government ? 


AMOUNT OF CAPITAL INVESTMENT AT GUAM 


Admiral Truurser. The Navy Department will have to conside: 
moving, and if we have to move, we do not necessarily abandon t 
$75,000,000 investment there, but we set up another plant to take car 
of the additional men we need to train. 

Senator Ettenper. What would you use this for? 

Admiral Tuvurser. We will continue using it, perhaps, for its pres 
ent use, but add the extra strength some place else, with an expensiv’ 
new camp, probably costing in the neighborhood of $100,000,000 unde: 
present-day prices. 
y WATER FACILITIES AT GUAM 

Senator Evtenper. What is the maximum number of people yo 
could take care of there with the water facilities now available ? 

Admiral Tuvurser. I would have to ask General Hill to answer that 

{ Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Corpon. How much do you expect to spend there if you car 
build the dam, including your 

General Hitt. The dam is $23,000,000, but we are requesting 
$11,000,000. 
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Senator Corpon. We are talking about $100,000,000 somewhere else, 4 
and I want to know what the over-all cost is going to. be there. 

General Hitt. We have in this bill a little under $20,000,000. 

Senator Corpor. I am not interested in that. I want to know how 
much is the estimated over-all cost. 

General Hin. SL00,000,000. 

Senator Corpon. At this place / 

General Hinn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. That will be $100,000,000 at the other place to do 
the same thing / 

General Hitz. Yes; it is $100,000,000 at another place to do the 
same thing, but there is more to it than that. The troop training unit 
of the fleet is at San Diego, and they have to have our landing 
beaches to do that training. The amphibious command is at San 
Diego, and we have to use their ships for any movement. The fleet 
air support is stationed at E Toro, which is just an few minutes’ trip 
down to give us our training in close air support. So there is more 
that goes into it than just merely the physical location to train the 
marines in amphibious work. 

Now, that is covered, sir, in all of that memorandum that I sub- 
mitted this morning. 

Senator Corpon. Does that memorandum cover your investiga- 
tion to determine an alternate site within the area, where all of those 
other facilities might be available ¢ 

General Hiri. No, sir. That is classified. 

Senator Corpon. Whiat is classified ¢ 

General Huu. The remainder, or where a new location would be. 

Senator Corpon. Why? 


General Hi. Well. for purposes that we would not want to let 

get out. 

Senator Corpon. What is the difference? This is out. 

General Hitz. It would not get out until the Secretary of the Navy 
and the Defense and the Budget and the President would O. K. the 
plan. 


COMMUNICATION FACILI ries 


Admiral Tuurser. The next class is communication facilities. This 
chart shows the basic factors that we have to contend with. We have 
the expanding Naval Establishment, new strategic problems, anti- 
submarine warfare, and Navy support of joint agencies, and the tre- 
mendous technological advances in the art of communications. 

The traffic load here increased in April 1950 to July 1951, so that 
that right-hand bar represents a greater load than we had at the peak 
of World War II. 

There are many reasons for that. The administrative traffic in 
connection with NATO, international agreements, Korean operations, 
the lack of necessity in many instances for radio silence such as we 
had in World War II. 

Senator ELtenper. What do you mean by the traflic load ? 

Admiral Tuurser. That is the amount of handling radio mes- 
sages, actual handling of communications. 

This shows the total appropriation requested for communications in 
red, on the left, with a breakdown between continental and overseas. 
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The blue bar shows general services in communications, supportin: 
the fleet and administration. The green is for antisubmarine warfar: 
communication projects ; and the brown is in support of joint agencie 

This chart shows our present stations and those under developmen 
for fleet-support communications. The yellow symbols show thos 
which we have additional requirements for, and the blue shows th, 
stations which we are requesting some increment in communicatio: 
for, for general fleet support, in 1952. 

Senator ELtenper. What kind of facilities have you at the square 
there? Are those radio towers and things like that? 

Admiral Trourser. Yes, sir; this is straight fleet-support com 
munications, 

This next chart shows the stations in support of antisubmarin 
warfare programs, and so on, for our 1952 program. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 


PERSON NEL 


Admiral Tuurser. We do not have a chart for the Bureau of Per 
sonnel request. We have projects for officer training at the Nava! 
Academy and the post-gr cay a school at Monterey, and for enlisted 
training at stations at Great Lakes, Key West, San Diego, and Seattle. 

The list of training projects are in large part due to the expansion 
from a force of 376,000 in 1950 to about 857.000 for 1952. 


ORDNANCE FACILITIES 


The ordnance facilities broken down here include storage, research, 
and development, and assembly and overhaul, and reconditioning of 


ammunition. 

The next chart shows the largest part of that. It is ammunitior 
storage. This is the requested construction for new magazines, and 
this is the requirement for ammunition delivery schedules; and ou 
present estimated predicted delivery schedules show the two curve 
coming together at the end ofthe third quarter of 1952. 


SHIPYARD FACILITIES 


The next chart shows shipyards facilities. On the left we have th: 
projects for the industrial part, our own shipyards. This include: 
improvement and modernization in industrial -shops, water-front 
facilities, utilities, and weight and materials handling. 

On the right is research and development, including projects for 
radiological defense; boiler laboratories to take account of the much 
more powerful new boilers we have in ships; utilities at the Naval 
Engineering Experiment Station, Annapolis; propellers at the David 
N. Taylor Model Basin; and the radar laboratories at San Diego. 

Senator O’Manonry. What information do you have, Admiral. 
about the availability of steel for these various facilities? I ask you 
that question because last Friday Mr. C. E. Wilson appeared before 
the Banking and Currency Committee and testified with respect to the 
great shortage of steel for all types of uses. The allocations for col 
leges and secondary schools have been completely cut off, and alloca 
tions for schools throughout the country for needed expansion havi 
been cut off. 
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I am advised that the Maritime Commission has been denied steel 
for several vessels it was planning to build, because of the lack of 
steel plate. 

What assurance does the Navy have that steel will be available for 
these facilities? There is no particular object in appropriating dol- 
lars to buy materials of which there is a lack of supply. 


STEEL SUPPLY 


Admiral Jetiey. I am informed, in connection with the operation 
of the controlled materials plan for the first quarter of next year, 
January to March, inclusive, that the defense requirements for steel 
are in the neighborhood of 18 percent of the total expected output; 
and of that, the Navy’s share is something like 3 or 4 percent. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is much more than was planned 6 
months ago, is it not? 

Admiral Jetiey. I think it is much less, because our program is 
not going as fast as we anticipated. For instance, this construction 
program was originally planned to be submitted in a supplemental 
bill on the Ist of last April. However, this is the first large program 
we have had since last December. Our initial planning for materials 
looked toward getting this material last July, but now we are looking 
for the initial shipments to start in January and February. 

But as I recall, for the Navy some 314 percent of the total output 
of steel is required, and this would include this steel and the steel for 
guns and ships and everything else. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, my recollection—and I may be wrong 
on this, and I am speaking only from memory—was that 6 months 
ago it was estimated that the Defense Departments would not take 
more than 12 percent of the steel output of the country. 

Admiral Jetuey. At that time; yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manonery. And now you say it is 18 percent ? 

Admiral Jetitey. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. That means that we have had a great expan- 
sion of demand, and that again leads to the question: Are we build- 
ing things that we do not need to build, and are we creating a demand 
upon the capacity of the United States to produce which, by reacting 
upon the civilian economy, will undermine our capacity to do the other 
job, the defense job? 

Now, one of the things that we have boasted about has been our 
industrial capacity. During World War II, we out-produced all of 
our enemies combined. Now we are endeavoring to produce on an 
even larger scale than that. 

So far as the Navy is concerned, you plan to have 1,162 vessels, 
and you are expanding the production for ordnance, and there is great 
demand for steel there. There is the rehabilitation of old vessels 
being taken out of moth balls, and all of that creates the demand for 
steel. Are we or are we not biting off more than we ought to bite 


off ? 


STEEL REQUIREMENTS 


Admiral Jetiey. As far as this construction program is concerned, 
I do not think we are. The steel requirements for all three services 
are such a small part of the total available output that I do not think 
we are biting off too much. 
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There has been so much civilian construction started in the last few 
years; the increase in civilian construction was almost 100 percent, 
1950 over 1948. We are undoubtedly going to cause some dislocatio: 
to the construction already started. 

Senator O’Mauonry. Have you made any check of the stockpil 
of steel acquired by contractors with the Navy? Do you know whethe: 
or not, in other words, naval contractors are buying and storing stee 
which they will not be able to use for some time to come, just to be saf 
for their own contracts? 

Admiral Jettey. That is outside of my line, because ours are one 
time purchases. If the contractor is going to build a steel hangar, it is 
a tailor-made job. 

Senator O’Manonry. I will refer this to Admiral Clexton, who, 
during the hearings on the big bill, I found had an answer for every 
question. Maybe he can answer that. 

Admiral CLexron. I would like to dwell on the philosophy of this 
whole budget. As you recall, during our hearings, from the Secretar) 
of Defense right down, this 1952 budget was based on not buying all 
of the equipment and storing it, but getting productive capacity. It 
was only buying a small amount, but tooling up so that if we had to 
go to war, we would have the ability to do the production. In effect, 
what we have done in this budget is to minimize the quantity of stee! 
and other important things’ which the military are taking away fron 
the civilian economy, but being ready to go up if we had to. 

Senator O’Manonery. The basic philosophy throughout has been to 
use only a fraction of the industrial capacity of the United States fo: 
defense, and 20 percent of the gross national income was the mark 
that we had in mind; and it was announced by Mr. Wilson, and it was 


announced by every responsible spokesman for the executive branch 
of the Government, and yet the fact remains that the demand for stee] 
is so great that we are cutting off ag ly essential civilian activities 


in order to provide steel for the defense. 
Now, somewhere or other there is a gap which is not filled in, in the 
testimony that I have seen. 


STEEL PRODUCTION 


Admiral CLexton. I know that Mr. Wilson indicates that he expects 
to increase steel production within the next year about 8 percent over 
prese nt amount. I suppose it is 110 million tons ~~ ay, and he e xpec ts 
to get S million more tons within the next year or . from new fac ili 
ties. But I think, Senator O’Mahoney, you re: ally ‘have to take the 
steel away from the civilian economy and then see what happens. If 
you really need it, then put some of it back. I do not see how you can 
blueprint this whole picture. You must have the squeals in order to 
find out where the necessity is in the civilian economy. 

Senator O°’Manonery. You and I have discussed this matter before. 
both on and off the record, and I think that we have come to an agree 
ment that there is no sense in appropriating dollars if you do not have 
the materials. 

Admiral CLexton. That is correct. 

Senator O'Manoney. Is that not right ’ 
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Admiral Ciexton. Yes; and I think before we finish with the 
money that is available to the Defense Department—and I would like 
to have this off the record, as this is a personal opinion. 

Senator O’MAnoney. Your personal opinions are usually very good. 

Admiral CLexron. I have seen this whole program, and I believe 
that we have set a goal, and I think within the first 3 months we have 
failed to meet that goal in practically every commodity we are trying 
to buy. The next 3 months may show a better trend of getting this 
equipment and getting the things set up. But you will have to look 
at next year’s budget before you will really make these decisions about 
who should get it and who should not get it. You have undertaken 
a big program here, and it is going to take a long time. 

Senator Corpon. May I follow that a little bit further, and as much 
to the point and a little more simply, to my mind, and also on a con- 
crete basis. You have many, many thousands of square feet of storage 
space, and warehouses, and the other things. 

Admiral Ciexron. Yes, sir. 


USE OF WOOD IN LIEU OF STEFI 


Senator Corpon. In your consideration of the construction of that 
type of facility, where vast areas are within a single roof, do you con- 
template the use of any wood in leu of the usual steel trusses in that 
construction ¢ 

Admiral Jettey. Not in the present program, Senator. We are 
designing on the basis of precast concrete with an alternate for struc- 
tural steel. 

Senator Corpon. Have you given any consideration to the fact that 
you might make a considerable saving in steel by the use of inexpen 
<ive wood trusses / 

Admiral Jetiy. Yes, sir: that has been considered, and we used a 
creat deal of wood in the last war. We found that we had extensive 
md recurring maintenance costs in going back and tightening up and 
bolting those wooden trusses. Some of our largest structures have had 
prohibitive costs because of the cost of the rigging required to vet up 
into the high trusses. 

But. so far. the amount of steel we would use in this is such a small 
fraction, far less than | percent, that we have not considered it too 
seriously, and we are trying to keep the maintenance costs down for 
the future. 

Senator Corpon. All right. 

Chairman McKeiar. We will proceed. 

Admiral Tuurser. This is the last chart for the shipyard facilities, 
but I think it is interesting. This [indicating] is the cost of an elec 
tronics installation aboard a typical destroyer in 1930, and this is in 
1940: $16,000 to $100,000; and this is the cost in 1950: $2,972,000. 
That is your radar and communications equipment. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, it ought to be made clear that you are 
not speaking of the same quantity of electronic material. 

Admiral Tuurser. This is the cost of electronic installation for a 
greatly increased amount of electronics on board a ship, plus an in- 
creased cost, also. 
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Now, here [indicating] we have the electrical-generating capacity 
to run a typical destroyer in 1930, and this is in 1940, and this in 1950. 
The cost of installation of those, and the requirements, is a part of the 
increase in cost of our shipyard facilities. 


SUPPLY FACILITIES 


The next is the supply facilities part of our program. The tota! 
is here [indicating], and the continental is here, and the overseas js 
here. $30.7 million is for petroleum storage; $10 million for war 
housing ; $6.1 million for inventory-control facilities. 

The next chart shows we are short in our petroleum storage ; and this 
chart gives you the shortage in aviation gas storage. 

This [indicating] is our Navy-owned, leased, and under constru: 
tion; and this is the amount requested in 1952. This is our deficit by 
Joint Chiefs of Staff policy. The deficit is not too large in the 
Pacific ; but in the Atlantic, if we are permitted to have the appropria 
tions requested, we will still have a deficit and will request part of that 
next year. 

Senator Corpon. I would like to make one more request here, with, 
reference to the trusses. Will you please furnish a statement showing 
the maintenance cost—and I will limit this, and I think you can get 
all of the information in one place—that is in the storage facilites 
which you constructed at Stockton, Calif., during World War II, 
where you had steel trusses and wood trusses, both. I would like to 
have a statement of the initial installation cost of the two types of 
trusses, with comparable buildings, together with the maintenance 
cost of each, from that time to some recent time, so that we have got 


it over a period of more than 1 year? 

Admiral Jetiey. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to had not been furnished the committee 
at the time the hearings were sent to press.) 


HOSPITAL FACILITIES 


Admiral THurser. The next class of facilities are medical, and 
this is largely concerned with the increase in hospital beds, which will 
leave us with a deficit of 382 hospital beds if our appropriations are 
granted. 

Senator Corvon. May I ask, what is the basis for your hospital 
construction, and are you basing it upon an assumption of an all-out 
emergency, and its continuation for some time; or just what is the 
basis for your figure? 

Admiral Tuurser. This program is to meet—and I would like to 
have Admiral Pugh confirm it—to meet partially the current and ex 
panded requirements of the Department of the Navy for medica! 
care. The program has been approved by the Armed Forces Medica! 
Policy Council, the Secretary of Defense, and, of course, the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Senator Corvon. That does not answer my question. An expanded 
program might mean the expansion that you are making at the present 
time, and it might mean the expansion of mobilization. 

Admiral Tuurser. It is not mobilization. 

Admiral Pueu. The hospital program, sir, is based upon the basic 
naval plan for the estimated number of people we will have to pro 
vide medical care: for by July 1, 1952. 
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Senator Corpon. Thank you. 

Senator O’Manoney. You are not going to have as many men in 
the Navy on July 1, 1952, as you had at the peak of World War IT; are 
yout 

Admiral Puen. No, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. Then why the expanded hospital facilities 

Admiral Puen. We have reduced our hospital facilities very dras- 
tically since the peak of World War II. 

Senator O’Manoney. In what way? 

Admiral Puen. We have closed many hospitals. 

Senator O’Manonry. Have we reopened any? 

Admiral Pucu. Yes, sir. We have reopened Bainbridge, Md. We 
are in the process of reopening one hospital that was in operation in 
World War II, the one in Corona, Calif. 

Senator O’Manoney. Are there any others to be reopened ¢ 

Admiral Puen. No, sir. The other hospitals that we have operated 
have been turned over to the Veterans’ Administration or are being 
otherwise occupied. 

Senator O’Manonry. Has there been a survey, Admiral, of all the 
hospital facilities in the country constructed by the Government? 

Admiral Pueu. Several surveys. 

Senator O’Manonry. And you find no vacant beds sufficient to take 
up the requirements for the personnel which we will have by the mid- 
dle of 1952? 

Admiral Puen. That is right, sir. All of this has been coordinated 
with the Army and Air Force and has been screened by the various 
committees and boards. 


ADDITIONAL HOSPITAL BEDS 


Senator O’Manoney. How many additional beds does this program 
provide ¢ 
Admiral Puen. 2,200. 


OPERATION OF HOSPITALS 


Chairman McKetiar. How many hospitals of World War IT will 
you have remaining if you get this plan through, that will not be used ¢ 

Admiral Puen. We will not have any, sir. 

Chairman McKe .ar. I thought you said you were not going to use 
them all? 

Admiral Puan. We will use all that are available. 

Chairman McKetxiar. Which ones are not available? 

Admiral Pueu. The hospital at Houston, Tex., is now being oper- 
ated by the Veterans’ Administration. The one at Samson, N. Y., 
was transferred to the Air Force, and the ones at Long Beach, Calif., 
and in Georgia to the Veterans’ Administration. 

Chairman McKetzar. By what facilities are they being operated ¢ 

Admiral Puen. By the Veterans’ Administration. 

Chairman McKetiar. All operated by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration ¢ 

Admiral Puen. All of those that I mentioned, sir, except Samson by 
the Air Force. 

Chairman McKetiar. What others are being operated by other 
facilities ? 
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Admiral Puen. The Veterans’ Administration is the only other 
Government agency, other than the interservice transfer, that we have 
transferred them to. 

Chairman McKe tar. All the hospitals that you had in World WV 
II are being operated by the Veterans’ Administration / 

Admiral Puen. No, sir. We still have a number of hospitals that 
we operated in World War II that are still being operated by the Navy. 

Chairman McKetrar. You still are operating them / 

Admiral Puen. Yes. 

Chairman McKetzar. All of those will be operated ? 

Admiral Puen. All of those that we had in World War IT that a 
being operated at present by the Navy will continue to be operated 
by the Navy. 

UTILIZATION OF OTHER HOSPITALS 


Chairman McKetiar. What ones are not being operated at prese 
by the Navy? 

Admiral Pugu. The Navy has no hospital at present not being 
operated, except the one at Aiea, Honolulu. Our needs in Honoluly 
are being taken care of by Tripler Army Hospital. Aiea is the only 
hospital in being today in a maintenance status. 

Chairman McKetiar. How large is that ? 

Admiral Pveu. That has a bed capacity of approximately 1,2 

Chairman McKet.ar. Why could that not be used ¢ 

Admiral Puen. It could be used in that area. We are not at al! 
sure that we will not have to ask that Aiea be reopened, because t}x 
time may be approaching when the Army may not be able to provicd 
us with sufficient beds at their hospital in Honolulu. 

Senator Youne. Admiral, there is a new veterans’ hospital co 
structed in my State, which was finished about 3 years ago and whi 
has never been over a third occupied. I think this committee 
vestigated the veterans’ hospitals throughout the United States abou 
a vearago, At that time, as I recall, we found many of them partial| 
filled. 

Admiral Pucu. That may be entirely true, sir. The Veterans’ ha 


difficulty stafling some of their hospitals. 

Senator Youne. That is right. Could not some of these hospitals 
be filled up by transfer of patients to make room for the many lv 
pitalized cases whose need is certified to by the Veterans’ Administ: 


tion: 

Admiral Pucu. We already use Veterans’ hospitals for some of 0 
patients. We transfer patients returning from overseas to Veterans 
hospitals the day before they are separated from the services. Sor 
of these Veterans’ hospitals would certainly be out of reach for o 
use. QOur hospitals are all placed in locations that are accessible t: 
naval personnel concentrations. 

Senator Youna@. The Veterans’ Administration could transfer son. 
of their patients to these partially occupied hospitals, making roo 
for your patients in some places conveniently located. 

Admiral Pueu. That might be done if the Veterans’ Administra 
tion could make space available where we could use it. 

Chairman McKenrar. Surely this one at Honolulu could be used 
by the Navy. 
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Admiral Puen. That hospital, Senator McKellar, was closed. Dur- 
ing the war the Army built their biggest and best hospital in Honolulu, 
and when the troop concentration out there was reduced, following 
World War II, we had more hospital space than there was need for. 
It became apparent that one hospital should be closed. They closed 
the naval hospital and used the Army hospital. Now, that has suf- 
ficed up to the present time. 

Chairman McKe war, It has been closed ever since and is closed 
now é 

Admiral Puen. It is in a maintenance status. 

Chairman McKetxar. What do you call a maintenance status? 

Admiral Pueu. We keep a certain number of people to look out 
for fire, and to provide some kind of protection for it. 

Senator McCarran. Is that the new hospital that was bulit there 
a few years ago’ 

Admiral Puen. Yes, sir. Aiea Hospital is the new naval hospital 
built on the hill not very far from the Army’s hospital. 

Senator McCarran. It has never really been fully opened ¢ 

Admiral Puen. Yes, sir; it was operated to capacity during World 
War II, and two other hospitals were opened by the Navy in the 
Pearl Harbor area in World War II. 

Senator Exiuenper. Have any of your hospitals that were built 
either during World War II or before or since been transferred to 
private institution or management ¢ 

Admiral Puen. No, sir. 

Senator ELLeENver. None at all ¢ 

Admiral PueH. None. 


INTERSERVICE CROSS HOSPITALIZATION 


Senator ExLenper. Have you investigated as to whether or not you 


could perhaps use some facilities of the Army ¢ 

Admiral Puen. We do. We already have cross hospitalization. 
We have Navy patients in Army hospitals and the Army has Army 
patients in Navy hospitals. 

Senator EvLenver. You consider these new facilities absolutely 


necessary ¢ 

Admiral Puen. They are absolutely necessary. 

Senator Corpon. Were any of the naval hospitals declared surplus 
ind transferred to the General Services Administration or its pred- 
ecessor for disposa] 

Admiral Puen. Yes, sir; 1 believe so. Some of our temporary 
iospitals were. I do not know what use they are being put to at the 
present time, but we had some small hospitals in southern California 
that were declared surplus. 

Chairman McKetiar. Would it be wise to look into that before we 
spend these enormous sums at a time when we are so hard up for 
money ¢ 

Admiral Puen. That has been looked into,‘sir. 

Chairman McKetvar. You did not say what was the result of the 
investigation. 

Admiral Puen. The result is that we believe we are eminently justi- 
fied in our request. 


90549—D1 —18 
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Chairman McKe.uar. That is not the question. What did you 
find? Could you use these hospitals? How many of them are 
there ¢ 

Admiral Puen. How many hospitals? 


NAVY HOSPITALS TRANSFERRED 


Chairman McKetiar. How many hospitals have you transfe1 
to the people or to other Government agencies ? 

Admiral Puex. We turned over this hospital at Houston, Tex., 
at Dublin, Ga., one at Samson, N. Y., and one at Long Beach, C 
They are the large ones. 

Chairman McKetxar. Do your recall at what prices you tu 
them over ¢ 

Admiral Puen. They were transferred to the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. I do not believe there was any transfer of funds in any of 
those deals. 

Chairman McKetu.ar. That is a very important matter to look into. 
I should think that that would be the first thing you would look into. 
That would be the first thing I would look into. 

Admiral Puen. I was asked the question if any of our hospitals 
had been turned over to civilian agencies. One hospital at Seattle 
Wash., was turned over to the State of Washington. 

Senator Corpon. My question was: What has been declared surplus 
and turned over to the Federal agency handling surplus property, 
now termed the General Services Administration, for disposal ? 

Senator Exv.tenper. I had asked that question about civilians, a 
while ago. 

Admiral Puen. Some were turned over to the surplus property 
agency, Senator Cordon. 

Chairman McKeiziar. How many did you turn over to private 
people ? 

Admiral Puen. One, at Seattle, Wash., was transferred. 

Chairman McKetxiar. What became of those hospitals you say were 
temporary ¢ 

Admiral Puen. I will give you the whole list. Those transferred 
to the War Assets Administration were: Farragut, Idaho, temporary 
construction, transferred June 15, 1946; Naval Hospital, Astoria, 
Oreg., transferred March 1, 1947. 

In Seattle, Wash., the hospital went to the State of Washington. 

Senator KNowtanp. Could you indicate on each of these what 
were permanent and what were temporary ! 

Admiral Pucu. Temporary construction. 

The hospital in Idaho was dismantled. 

The hospital in New Orleans, La., went to the Veterans’ Administra 
tion. It had 624 beds. 

The hospital in Norman, Okla., went to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion. 

The one at Camp Wallace, Tex., a temporary structure, was (is 
mantled. 

Camp McIntire, Great Lakes, Ll, went to the Veterans’ Adminis 
tration. 

Camp Lawrence, Great Lakes, Ill., went to the Veterans’ Adminis 
tration. Those two hospitals totaled over 2,000 beds. 
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There is one at Norfolk, Va., that went to the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions, and it is now being used for offices. 

The one at Houston, Tex., 800 beds, went to the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. 

The one at Sampson, N. Y., went to the Air Force. 

The one at Shoemaker, Calif., went to the Air Force. 

The one at Long Beach, Calif., 1,664 beds, went to the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

Senator Knowianp. None of those was permanent construction ? 

Admiral Puen. Several were permanent. The one at Long Beach, 
Calif. was partially permanent construction. The one at Norfolk, Va., 
was permanent construction. The one at Houston, Tex., which was 
one of the best in the war, was permanent construction, and the one at 
Dublin, Ga. was permanent construction. 

Chairman McKetiar. Would you be good enough to find out what 
the Government got in money for the Houston hospital, and put it in 
the record ¢ 

Admiral Puen. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 

There was no exchange of funds involved in the transfer of the Houston, Tex., 
hospital to the Veterans’ Administration. 


RECAPTURE CLAUSE ON HOSPITAL TRANSFERS 


Senator ELtenper. How about the one that was turned over to the 
State of Washington ! 

Admiral Pueu. I have no record of how much we got, how much the 
Federal Government got from the State of Washington, I do not be- 
lieve funds were transferred. 

Senator Eiitenver. Did you have any recapture clause in that that 
you know of ? 

Admiral Puen. In that one, we had. 

Senator ELtenver. Could you use that facility ? 

Admiral Puex. We could use that facility. 

Chairman McKetiar. Why do you not use that facility? 

. Admiral Puen. It has a thousand tubercular patients in it at the 
present time. I think the State of. Washington would be hard put 
to find a place for these tubercular patients. All of these hospitals 
that are being used are being used to a very excellent end. 

The one at Long Beach, Calif., had no recapture clause. That is 
one place that we feel the need for additional hospital facilities. 

Chairman McKe tar. How does it happen that you had no recap- 
ture clause ? 

Admiral Pueu. The Veterans’ Administration prevailed upon the 
forces who had the authority to make the transfer to leave the recap- 
ture clause out of it. 

Chairman McKettar. It has come out in various hearings here that 
these hospitals, and various buildings have been sold at a very small 
price, practically nothing, after the war, and taken over by people 
who have made a great deal of money out of them, and that is one 
of the reasons that we do not have the facilities that we ought to have. 

Admiral Puan. At one time we were backtracking, we were reducing 
our forces, and we really did not have sufficient justification for con- 
tending that we be permitted to keep one or two hospitals we had to 
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lose. One of them was Long Beach. But we had hardly gotte: 
of it before the pendulum began to swing the other way. We are 
in need of a hospital at Long Beach, Calif. 

Senator Corpon. I recall very clearly that that trend did exist, 
there was a great deal of criticism directed toward the Armed Fo 
because their hospitals were standing in maintenance status when t}\ 
Was a crying need for civilian use of the hospitals. 


HOSPITALS INACTIVATED IN 1950 


Senator KNowLanp. Mr. Chairman, immediately following the 
timony of the Navy Department relative to the need for additi: 
hospital facilities, | should like to place in the record the release of t! 
Department of Defense on February 1, 1950, listing the 18 milita 
hospitals they were closing. 

( The release referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Orrice OF PuBLIC INFORMATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 1, 19 


SECRETARY JOHNSON ORDERS 18 Hospirats INACTIVATED OR CHANGED IN 1 


Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson today directed the inactivation, or chang 
in status, of 18 military medical hospitals in continental United States. 

The program is estimated to effect a reduction of about 8,000 staffed hospit 
beds and to alleviate the acute shortage of physicians by assigning about 4) 
physicians to other locations in the military medical services. It is to be accor 
plished by an orderly phasing over a period of 5 months so as not to interfer 
with the medical care of any patients, 

In announcing the decision, which it is estimated will effect a recurring am 
savings of approximately $25,000,000, Secretary Johnson emphasized that 
action marks only the first phase of a study of the total medical-services problet 
within the Department of Defense, which is being made under the directi 
lor. Richard L. Meiling, Director of Medical Services. He said: 

“We anticipate that substantial additional savings can be made as we a! 
many of the smaller medical installations throughout the three military de 


ments, 

rhe changes ordered today, Secretary Johnson said, will not alter the h 
competent professional medical services available to military personnel or b 
heiaries 

Certain of the facilities to be closed, he also pointed out, are adaptabl 
the needs of Veterans’ Administration patients. Therefore, he has autho 
IDbr. Meiling to discuss the entire problem of hospitalization of VA patients i 
military hospitals with the Veterans’ Administration and the Bureau of 
Dudget, and to make arrangements for the care of VA patients in accord: 
with provisions made in the 1951 fiscal year budget for hospitalization of 
patients in military hospitals. 

Whenever a change is made under the order issued today, Secretary Johns 
pointed out, there are facilities for the medical care of military personne! ai 
their dependents. This care will be provided by joint utilization of facilil 
in these areas and more effective utilization of the facilities which will rem: 

In his memorandum to the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Fore 
Secretary Johnson directed that the changes be made as soon as possible and n 
later than the end of fiscal year 1950. No patients, except for emergency trea! 
ment, are to be admitted after February 15, 1950, in the hospitals to be inactivat: 

The directive issued today followed two orders issued by the Secreta: 
Defense for more effective and economical utilization of military medical f 
ties. On March 1, 1949, a reduction in the medical workload was ordere: 
on October 17, 1949, Secretary Johnson reemphasized that the Department 
Defense policy is for joint utilization of military medical facilities. 

In addition to ordering the inactivation or reduction in status of the 18 hos 
pitals affected by his memorandum of today, Secretary Johnson announced that 
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effective today, no changes in bed capacity in any medical facility, or any reopen- 
ing, activation, establishment, or change in type of any medical installation may 
be made without prior approval by the Director of Medical Services for the 
Department of Defense. 

The hospitals inactivated or changed in status by the order issued today are: 
Department of the Army 

Murphy General Hospital, Waltham, Mass. : 

1. The general hospital located at Waltham, Mass., is to be inactivated 
and closed. 

2. The medical facility at Fort Devens is to have an operating bed alloca- 
tion of 200 beds. 

Valley Forge General Hospital, Phoenixville, Pa.: This medical facility to be 
nactivated and closed. 

Oliver General Hospital, Augusta, Ga.: This medical facility to be inactivated 
and closed. 

Camp Gordon, Augusta, Ga.: This medical facility to have an operating bed 
location of 200 beds to be phased out with the inactivation of this Army instal. 
ion. 

Perey Jones General Hospital, Battle Creek, Mich.: This medical facility to 
e inactivated and closed, 

Camp Custer, Battle Creek, Mich.: This medical facility to have an operating 
ed allocation for a medical facility of 100 beds. 

Beaumont General Hospital, Fort Bliss, El Paso, Tex.: This medical facility 

be reduced initially to a bed allocation of 700 beds, and, as rapidly as the 
NP patients can be reallocated, this facility shall be reduced to an operating bed 

location of 500. 

Madigan General Hospital, Fort Lewis, Wash.: This medical facility will be 
reduced to an operating bed allocation of 850 beds initially and shall be further 
reduced to 500 operating beds as rapidly as the NP patients in this medical 
wility can be phased out. 

Fort Monroe Station Hospital, Fort Monroe, Va This medical facility to be 
educed to dispensary status 

Army area hospitals (station hospitals) not cited above will, by the beginning 
f fiscal year 1951, show a reduction of SOO operating bed allocations. ) 

partment of the Navy 

Portsmouth Naval Hospital, Portsmouth N. H. This medical facility to be 
eluced to a bed allocation of 35 beds 
Jacksonville Naval Hospital, Jacksonville, Fla.: This medical facility to be 
reduced to a bed allocation of 180 beds. 

Memphis Naval Hospital, Memphis, Tenn.: This medical facility to be reduced 

in operating alloeation of 150 beds. 

Corpus Christi Naval Hospital, Corpus Christi, Tex. : This medical facility to ve 

wed to an operating bed allocation of 100 beds. 

Mare Island Naval Hospital, Mare Island, Calif.: The medical facility at 
Naval Shipyard, Mare Island, Calif., to be allocated an operating bed capacity 
fo0 beds, incident to the closure of the Mare Island Naval Hospital 

Long Beach Naval Hospital, Long Beach, Calif.: This medical facility to be 

clivated and closed 

Other naval medical facilities within the continental United States not cited 

» will by the beginning of fiscal year 1951 show a reduction of 580 operating 
ed allocations. ) 
artment of the Air Force 

Lackland Air Force Hospital, San Antonio, Tex.: This medical facility to pe 
reduced to dispensary status. 

Lo ry Air Force Hospital, Denver, Colo.: This medical facility to be reduced 


dispensary status 


AVAILABILITY OF STEEL 


Senator Corpor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to go back for a 
oment to this steel proposition. Inasmuch as it was stated by Ad- 
ral Clexton that at the present time there is no certainty as to the 
xtent to which steel may be available for the consummation of this 
rogram in its entirety, do you have plans at this time for com- 
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mencing your construction on some basis of priority with respect to 
these many installations, or do you expect to commence them coi! 
dentally, as soon as your money 1s made available? 

Admiral Jettey. We have no priority list, Senator. As a matter 
of practical fact, in view of the time required to draw up the designs 
for some of the more complicated projects, and in view of the time 
required to get the initial information prior to starting the designs 
on other projects, this program will be spread out between now an 
next June 30. I would estimate that about 50 percent of it would go 
under contract by the 1st of February, and the remainder, the othe: 
50 percent, between the ist of February and the Ist of July 1952. 

Some of the simpler projects will get under way within a mont), 01 
6 weeks. The more complicated will take 6 or 9 months before they 
get under way. , 

Senator Corpon. Admiral Clexton’s statement was the only way we 
could determine this matter was to take the steel and wait for the 
squeeze. How are you going to know what you are doing within that 
period of time, with reference to the amount of steel that may be 
available, and still stay within this 20 percent of the over-all civilian 
economy ¢ 

(The following information was supplied by the department :) 


Admiral CLexron. The cuts in steel which I discussed previously were in tly 


civilian economy. The military requirements are to be handled in accordanc: 
with the Controlled Material Plan which is in the law. The military needs hav 
been reduced to a minimum by the plan previously discussed, namely, that « 
buying tools and production capacity in lieu of end products, to reduce the effect 
on the civilian economy. However, the remaining military needs will be planned 
for and the material made available. 

Admiral Jettey. For example, Senator, we submitted our stee! re 
quirements for the first quarter of 1952 about 3 weeks ago. Assum 
ing that this program was going to be passed, we examined the pr 
ects by project and determined as best we could which projects wo 
need steel between January 1 and March 21, 1952. 

We then totaled those requirements, and they with the other Navy 
Department requirements for ordnance, ships, and so forth, were fw 
neled through the Munitions Board and finally up to the Nationa 
Production Authority, which I believe they reached, just within t 
last few days. 

We are now in the process of trying to do the same for the secon 
quarter of 1952, so that in turn we will be able to submit those. 
that our predictions on steel are based on the program as submitted 
to you. That is, for the first quarter of 1952. 

Chairman McKetxar. Did you find that the steel would be read) 
for you in the first quarter? 


STEEL ALLOCATIONS 


Admiral Jetitey. The National Production Authority has not yet 
made the allocations for the first quarter, but the whole of the Navy: 
steel requirements, construction plus ships, were less than 5 percent 
of the predicted output in the first quarter, so I feel they will have 
no trouble making the steel available to us. 

Admiral Tuurser. The last item is medical supply storage. |i: 
is our present storage [indicating]. This will be our storage if the 
request is granted. The right-hand block shows our total requir 
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ments, Which we will try to make up in Bureau of Supplies and Ac- 
counts storage space and leased storage. 

Senator Ex.enper. What did you have in World War II? 

Admiral THurser. Can you answer that question, Dr. Pugh? 
What storage did we have in square footage ? 

Admiral Puen. We acquired our present storage capacity during 
World War II. That is the space on the left of the ame 

Senator ELLenper. Why should you need so much more now / 

Admiral Tuurser. The same reason I expressed earlier; we have 
no rapid deployment overseas. We have no pipeline. We have to 
store things in the continental United States. The deployment of 
forces Overseas automatically takes medical supplies with them. 

Senator Eittenper. You had that condition during World War II, 
did you not? 

Admiral Tuurser. That is what we had then, but we do not have 
it now. 


YARDS AND DOCKS FACILITIES 


The Yards and Docks program contains the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks projects; Seabees, support for some barracks, mess halls, and 
galleys at Davisville, R. I., and Port Hueneme, Calif.; provision for 
acts of God, storm and fire damage, $7,000,000; $5,000,000 for ad- 
vance planning; $2,200,000 for land acquisition in Guam; and the 
Trust Territory for military purposes; and $1.7 million for moderni- 
zation and consolidation of the public works center at Norfolk, Va. 

Senator Corpon. What is the storm and fire damage ? 

Admiral TuHurser. $7,000,000. 

Senator Corpvon. What is it for? Does it represent an insurance 
factor or replacement ? 

Admiral Tuurser. It represents our history of damage to shore 
establishments from fire, storm, flood, and so forth, acts of God, for 
which we have no funds for replacement. 

Senator Corpon. That represents the damage for all naval installa- 
; 


tons 
Admiral Tuurser. Continental and overseas; yes, sir. 


AMOUNT FOR LAND ACQUISITION AT GUAM 


Senator ELtenper. You have that $2.2 million for land acquisition 
it Guam ? 

Admiral Trurser. And the trust territory. 

Senator Eittenper. Who owns that land now? Private individ- 
uals? 

Admiral Tuurser. Yes, sir; private individuals. 

_ Senator Exrtenper. Does not the Government own a lot of land on 
Guam that could probably be exchanged for some of this land that 
you now need ? 

Admiral Turner. It is not in the right location, sir. 

Senator Corpon. With reference to the storm- and fire-damage 
item you have had storm and fire damages, all through the history of 
the Navy. Do you regularly include an item to cover that in your 
annual appropriation ? 

_ Admiral Jerzey. We have had similar projects in our public works 
bills over the last several years.- We did not have it in last year’s 
‘ppropriation on the basis that Congress would be in session, and we 
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could come up and get the funds, if we had a fire. However, it has 
not worked out that simply and it is felt it would be more businesslike 
to handle this by giving us an appropriation for estimated cost. Thy 
House wrote the language on this so we would have to inform the 
Appropriations and Armed Services Committees of any expenditures 
we made under this appropriation. 

Senator Corpor. Do you mean that this is a new program ? 

Admiral Jetiey. No, sir; we have had it at least 5 out of the past 
years. 

Senator Corpnon. What has been your experience in drawing 
those, annually? Just present for the record a statement of 
amount of funds you have expended for storm and fire damage si 
the end of the war, say from 1945, and bring it down to date. 

Admiral Jeter. Yes, Senator. 

(The information referred to had not been furnished the committ: 
at the time the hearings were sent to press.) é 


GENERAL SUPPORT PROJECTS 


Admiral Tuurser. The last part of the Bureau of Docks genera 
support projects is for the San Diego aqueduct, which was introduc: 
in the public works bill, not at the request of the Navy, but the Seer 
tary of the Navy certified it was a military necessity ; S7,000,000 is fi 
a joint project, which I mentioned this morning—and perhaps yo 
should hear from Mr. McNeill and Mr. Garlock, because it was 
from $13,000,000 to $7,000,000 by House committee action, for what 
reason I do not know ; $5,000,000 is for Wherry housing, and $3,000.00) 
is for community buildings and facilities, which the Bureau of th: 
Budget ruled would be those recreation and community facilities for 
which admission or money is charged, and which have a chance of 
being self-sustaining. 

Chairman McKetrar. Is there anything further? 


OFFICE OF NAVAL RESEARCHL FACILITIES 


Admiral Tuurser. Just two small projects under the Office 
Naval Research ; one for extension of a building at the Naval Researe! 
Laboratory at Anacostia, and one for the construction of a building 
at Wood's Hole for antisubmarine warfare research. 


LAUNDRY FACILITIES 


Admiral Trureer. There was one question asked this morning 
Why did we not use the Veterans’ Administration’s facilities in | 
Long Beach Hospital for the hospital which we request to be b 
at Long Beach. I think that was the tenor of the question. 

Senator Corpon. I did not ask the question. Somebody asked ab 
Long Beach. 

Chairman Mi Kr LLAR, If he did not ask it, I will. 

Admiral Puen. I believe, Senator, the question this morning 
why the contemplated new naval hospital at Long Beach, Calif., mig 
not use some of the facilities over at the Veterans’ Administrat 
hospital. That was our former hospital at Long Beach, such as 
laundry facilities. 
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l might say that I think that would not be cood planning. For one 
thing, a laundry in a hospital is one of the most important parts of 
the hospital. The hospital facility at the presently existing Veterans’ 
Administration hospital at Long Beach was constructed with a ca- 
pacity sufficient to meet the needs of that hospital. That hospital 
Is presently operating at approximately its capacity. If plans were 
made for us to use it, it would be overburdened. 

If we are expected to use outside laundry facilities, that never 
works out. We have occasionally had a breakdown in our laundry 
facilities at our naval hospitals and we have had to rely on the laundry 
facilities in the vicinity, and it is always very difficult to negotiate it, 
because most laundries are operating pretty heavily, and under times 
if stress when there is a concentration of people in a community and 
an additional load is always placed upon the laundries under such 
circumstances, and therefore I think that the hospital, or whatever 
we are permitted to build in the way of a hospital in the Long Beach 
rea Should certainly have its own laundry facilities. 


NAVAL AUXILIARY AIR STATION, KINGSVILLE, CALIP. 


Senator Corpon, Mr. Chairman, Secretary Whitehair, in presenting 
the criteria which was used by the Navy in determining its construe- 
tion program, listed among others in paragraph 6, the following: 

That recreational and welfare facilities should be limited to those which are 
necessary to supplement facilities available in nearby communities, and demon 
strably necessary for the proper care of the effective combatant forces. 


[ call attention to the latter, “demonstrably necessary for the proper 


are of the effective combatant forces.” I notice. among other justi- 
fications, there is a recreational building at the Naval Auxiliary Air 
Station, Kingsville. The justification says: 

This project is required to overcome one of the greatest difficulties at this 
station, the turn-over of personnel, caused by a dearth of proper recreational 
facilities. There are no commercial activities in the vicinity of the station for 
group gatherings or other recreational activities. This project will provide a 
social hall, clubroom, galley, snack bar, poolroom, bowling alleys, manager's of- 
fice, and storage base. Kingsville station is located 5 miles from the town 
f Kingsville, which has.a population of 17,000. It is approximately 50 miles 

Corpus Christi. 
As I read the statement, this recreational facility is not being pro- 
vided for any but civilian personnel, Is that correct? There are 
wo here, that is right. ‘This one was in Inyokern, Calif., civilian test- 
ng. ‘The first part I read about Kingsville is not pertinent. There 
sno information here as to how far it is from Inyokern to any city in 
the area. 

Admiral Tuurser. One hundred and twenty miles is the nearest, 
sir. 

Senator Corpon. Where is Inyokern / 

Admiral Jeitey. It is in the desert of California. It is about one- 
hundred-odd miles northeast of Los Angeles and about 75 miles south 
of Bakersfield. 

Senator Corvon. In the Mojave Desert 

Admiral Jetitey. It is to the east of the Air Force installations at 
Mojave. 
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Senator Corvon. That being the case, it would occur to me that 
might well be an exception to the criteria, although it does not come 
within the criteria, 

Chairman McKeuxar. Is there anything further? 


CONSTRUCTION COSTS PER SQUARE FOOT 


Senator Corpon. I have a number of questions, if they want to g 
into them. . 

There is a training center at Point Loma, Calif., that I noti: 
costing $36 a square foot, a building of 48,000 square feet. What 
of building is it that costs that much a square foot? 

Admiral Jetiey. That runs much higher than our average ty) 
of construction because of the foundations for the electronic equip 
ment, radar equipment, the extra services, the voltages we hav: 
ak At for this equipment. This type of building and laboratory 

uuildings cost much more than the average. 

Senator Corpon. I notice you have storage for electronic inst: 
ments at San Diego where the cost is only $17.60 per square foot for 
permanent construction. 

Admiral Jettey. That is high for storage but there I recall they 
have to have some dehumidification. 

Senator Corvon. They do, but that costs $20.35 a square foot. 

Chairman McKetiar. Why would it not be very much cheaper, s 
far as laundry is concerned, to make contracts with the private people 
to do your laundry rather than to build laundry facilities? It does 
seem to me that it would be very much cheaper. 

Admiral Puen. Senator McKellar, one of the factors in obtaining 
laundry services from an outside laundry is that hospitals handle a 
lot of linens, a lot of drapes, and operating-room materials and other 
fabrics that are contaminated, infected with disease germs, and the 
public-health people are very particular about the handling of that 
kind of thing. It is far more satisfactory for the hospitals to handle 
their own laundry than to try to make contracts or arrangements wit! 
outside laundries. There are many difficulties when it comes to en 
ploying civilian laundries for hospital use. 

Chairman McKettar. How many are now being employed ? 

Admiral Puen. Every one of our hospitals has its own laundry. 


UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY 
RENOVATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF BUILDINGS 


Senator Corpon. Now, Mr. Chairman, we have here for Annapolis 
the same thing we had in the Army for West Point, renovation and 
improvement of academic buildings, $1,500,000, the total estimated 
cost of which is $3,300,000, and for extension of the mess hal! 
Annapolis, $1,949,200. Those appear to me to be simply loading «1 
expansion program with funds that should have been regularly jus 
tified in a regular appropriation bill in connection with the Annapolis 
facilities. I should like to have a comment here as to why the) 
should be in this bill. ; 
Admiral Tuurser. The reason for having them in this bill is be 
cause of the basic necessity for the improvement of the acad 
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buildings, item 1. These have required renovation and rearrange- 
ment for at least 5 years, to my personal knowledge, and have heen 
presented but marked out of our request en route to the Congress in 
wrevious submissions. 

Senator Corpon. In other words, the idea is that you are now seek- 
ing the ideal, and thought this was a good opportunity to get it. 

Admiral Tuurser. No, sir. 

Senator Corpvon. You have put it in before and the Bureau of the 
Budget has felt it was not of sufficient necessity to leave it in. 


FACILITIES INADEQUATE 


Admiral Tuurser. Let us put it this way: The academic buildings 
are old. They need large maintenance. The sound level is terrible; 
f you would ever visit there during classroom sessions. The labora- 
tory facilities are inadequate. The academic buildings are about 
those of a third-rate college and are a disgrace. 

Senator Corvon. But they were that last year and the year before, 
ind the year before that, and so on. 

Admiral Tuurser. That is right. But you are training officers of 
the Navy in those buildings, and if you want the best officers you 
should give them the best equipment. 

Senator Corpon. May I suggest that we have not done badly here- 
tofore, as evidenced by the witnesses that have appeared. 

Admiral Tuurser. Thank you, sir; but the buildings were in much 
better shape in those days, and with a much smaller student body. 

Senator Corpon. The acoustics were not any better. I do not think 
it ought to be in this bill. You have to remember that we are way out 
now, beyond anything that we can pay for. We are living on bor- 
rowed time as well as borrowed money, so far as this money is con- 
erned, and you people have to do the same kind of economy as 150,- 
00,000 people have to face in this country, and you are going to 
have to get by with what you have, as far as you can possibly do it, 
or you will not have any country for this Navy to defend. 

Admiral Turner. We feel in this case these are “musts.” They 
have been put off too long. You have a case of overcrowding in the 
mess hall; it is 50 percent overcrowded. The galley equipment, as you 
say, could be used another year, but you would have much more effi- 
iency and less maintenance costs to the Government if you put in the 
new equipment. 

Senator Corpon. You will recall what the Secretary said about 
that in one of his criteria: Any facility that could be used for 1 or 2 
years more was not included: “Existing and available facilities will 
be used to the maximum extent possible, and that replacements should 
not be considered if the facility could be utilized one or more addi- 
tional years.” 

Admiral Tuurser. This is for the extension of the mess hall. 

Senator Corpvon. But they have been utilized and are now being 
utilized; is that correct ? 

Admiral Tuurser. That is correct. If you crowded 300 people in 
this room, you could still use the room. 

Senator Corpon. I do not think there is any comparison between 
those two at all. You no doubt need that; it would be highly desirable 
to have it. I should like to increase the appropriation for it, but I 
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am not quite certain that I am willing to mortgage the future o1 
grandchildren to get it. 

Chairman McKetiar. Are there any other questions, gentleny 

Admiral Pueu. I am informed, Senator, that there was no mon 
that changed hands in the transfer of any of these hospitals, it w 
from one Government agency to another. The only one that we 
a State was the one at Seattle, Wash.. and the Federal Govern 
recelved no money for that. 

Chairman McRKettar. You just gave it to them ? 

Admiral Puen. Yes, sir: under regulations in effect at that ¢ 
Senator Corpon. May I inquire as to whether Admiral Thu 
statement, which he did not read and which contains some matters t 

are to go off the record, has been made a part of the record ? 

Chairman McKeniar. All of it except what was printed in 
House, I believe. 

(The following statement was submitted :) 

(All of the statements not contained in the hearmes before the Departny 
Defense Subcommittee of the Appropriation Committee of the House ar: 
tained in these hearings. ) 

Senator Corvon. I have one other question to clear my mind o1 
thing. There are four items and we inquired about one of them 
the basis of cancellation. We know about that. 

Now, there was some testimony with reference to the others, | 
I do not have my mind clear on it. So 1 want to know with refer 
to the second whether there was such a comparable position for 
cellation. 

Admiral Tuurser. May I have this off the record ? 

Chairman McKetuar. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Youne. I think Admiral Jelley has some more informat 
on this Annapolis item. 


TYPE OF RENOVATION AT NAVAL ACADEMY 


Admiral Jettey. The question was asked why the request for f 
for renovation at the Naval Academy was not included in the a 
appropriation. Usually renovation funds are requested in annual aj 
propriations, but this particular project is quite unique. It involve: 
moving activities from one location to another: rehabilitating t! 
space, moving another activity in. For instance, removing the Pu 
Works Department, which is now alongside these academic building 

Senator Maypank. Is it going to take any strategic materials su 
as steel or anything like that ? 4 

Admiral Jettey. No, sir; this is mostly replastering or remodeling 

Senator Maypank. I was going to say that the higher educationa 
institutions in this country are going to be denied any expansion. | 
know a gentleman who has given a lot of money to have a school b 
and Fleischmann told me yesterday it is out. The only people w! 
are rong to get any priority will be the elementary schools. 

While I appreciate the situation at Annapolis and agree it should 
be done; at this particular serious time there are not going to be any 
priorities given to any college—Yale, Harvard, Wake Forest, 0! 
Duke—and that is why I want to put it on the record, because I am not 
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going to vote a nickel tor Annapolis or West Point. despite all my 
fection for them, where it calls for strategic materials. 

Admiral Jetitey. It will all be done on existing buildings. On 
wcount of the fact that we have to do one after the other, in series. 
t will be a succession of relatively small contracts, and it will not 
e possible to obligate all the funds before the end of the next fiscal 

ur, as required in the annual appropriation. 

senator MayBank. It is not a question of money now ; a is a ques 

of material, You cannot be cviven materials that should £0 tO the 
el entary schools. The children cannot go to school in some of the 
states, because of their lack of el mentary schools now. 

Senator Youne. This falls into a little different category. 

Senator Mayspank. That is what I want to make sure of. 

{ hairman Mi Ky LLAR. We are very much obliged. gentlemen. 

(\dmiral Tuurser. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 


MILITARY PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 
MARINE CORPS FACILITIES 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM P. T. HILL, UNITED STATES 
MARINE CORPS 


RAILROAD SPUR FROM CAMP LEJEUNE TO CHLERRY POINT, N. C. 


Chairman McKeuziar. The next witness will be General Hill. Will 
tell us on what item you are appearing ¢ 


General Hini. The railroad between Camp Lejeune, N. C., and 
erry Point, N.C. 

| ave a statement for the record, sir, which | will not read, in 
er to save the committee's time. 

Che statement referred to is as follows :) 


Proyect No. M—28. RaAt~Lroap From Camp L&EJEUN! 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


1) This project would consist of constructing approximately 30 miles of 
ndard-gage railroad from Camp Lejeune to Cherry Point. The work would 
nsist of clearing, grading, draining, the construction of bridges and trestles, 
e construction of a roadbed, and necessary switches, cross-overs, passing track, 
i highway crossings. 

b) The proposed railroad is required to supply Camp Lejeune with a direct 
road connection with main coast lines and to facilitate troop and supply 
ements, 

‘) The accomplishment of this project will necessitate purchasing the land 

the contemplated route of the railroad by the Government. 


BASIS OF REQUIREMENT 


Many exhaustive hearings have been held in the past before the Shore 
Lion Development foard where the following facts have been brought out: 
addition to giving Camp Lejeune a direct railroad connection with the main 

ast lines and facilitating troop and supply movements, revenue will accrue 
the Government and ownership of this railroad will afford control of rai! 
ments with the accompanying benefits of participation in tariff. It will also 

le overnight pullman service to Philadelphia and Washington and a savings 
pproximately 20 cents per ton on freight to and from points north At the 

t of the Marine Corps, the Bureau of Yards and Docks had the matter of 

d transportation between Camp Lejeune and the Marine Corps Air Station 
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Cherry Point, surveyed and studied from an engineering and economic view) in; 
This report is on file with the Navy Department and not’only verifies the aboy, 
statements but shows that the Government’s investment would be amortized jy 


approximately 15 years. 
Basis of estimates 


Acquisition of land; moving houses on right-of-way 
Thirty miles of railroad at $99,000 per mile 2, 970, 000 


Total 3, 000, 000 


This railroad is required from the standpoint of military necessity to proy 
alternate routes for these two establishments in the event of sabotage or 
emergency and to give Camp Lejeune speedy access to the embarkation 
of Morehead City, N. C., and Norfolk, Va. 

From an economy standpoint Camp Lejeune will be provided a dire 
connection to the north and Cherry Point a direct rail connection to the s 
Savings will accrue to the Government and its entire investment w 
recovered. 

From a materials and manpower standpoint thousands of days of crii 
short rail-car time will be saved for the benefit of the Nation as a whole, s 
lariy the time and efforts of operating personnel and motive power w 
saved. 

From a morale standpoint the elapsed time in troop-train movements w 
be reduced by an average of one-half day. Aside from the manpower a: 
meal lost here the effect on the morale and welfare of the men involved j 
mendous. The problem of a man trying to get satisfactory liberty in the ‘ 
Lejeune, N. C.-Cherry Point area is almost impossible of solution. If 
trains can be provided these men will be afforded the same relaxation and 
benefits of normal free-time that is afforded to the vast majority of servic 
in the continental United States. 

All official travel by individuals and small parties is tremendously han 
by the necessity of long, irksome bus rides and lengthy lay-overs at t: 
points. Obviously many man-hours are lost to the Government in the pr 
but the morale effect on the individuals involved is not to be overlooked. 

The traffic problems of the Camp Lejeune-Cherrp Point, N. C., area are + 
below in greater detail: 

A. GENERAL 


The Marine Barracks, Camp Lejeune, N. C., and the Marine Corps Air St 
Cherry Point, N. G., are major Marine Corps bases and are the east 
training centers for combat elements of Fleet Marine Force, air, and zg 
troops respectively. 

From a transportation viewpoint, the ideal site location for a major act 
such as the above, is one easily accessible, to be served by all modes of 
portation, namely, water, rail, and highway carriers. Competition betwe: 
among the various carriers within the modes of transportation is a very 
able factor when available. 

Camp Lejeune is served directly by competing highway carriers althouz! 
service is limited to one carrier, the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad. Regula: 
service is limited to freight transportation although special full train 
ments are accommodated. .A 12-mile Government-owned spur connects 
Lejeune with the Atlantic Coast Line Wilmington-New Bern branch li! 
milepost 51°’ just north of Jacksonville, N. C. The proposed Camp L« 
Havelock (Cherry Point) Government-owned railroad would be approxi: 
28 miles in length connecting therewith to the Atlantic & East Carolina R 
way, and another Government-owned spur serving the Marine Corps Air 8S! 
Cherry Point, N. C. This would provide the dual rail service so desirab\ 
ficwise, essential militarily and securitywise, as well as economically 

Camp Lejeune is served by water transportation primarily through t 
of Norfolk, Va. (Portsmouth, Va.). A Marine Corps forwarding depot, |’ 
mouth, Va., with facilities located on both the Norfolk and Portsmouth s 
the Chesapeake Bay would take on major importance as the emba 
facility for components of both Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point on o 
movements. Considerable freight traffic flows between the Marine Cor] 
warding depot, Portsmouth, Va., and the Marine Corps bases at Camp L« 
and Cherry Point. By a tariff routing block, freight shipments destined to ‘ 
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Lejeune from the Norfolk area are required to use a circuitous route exceeding 
46 percent of the direct short-line route. Mileage over the circuitous route is 
301 miles as compared with the present short-line route of 210 miles which can 
only be used by paying a combination of rates far in excess of the through rate 
over the circuitous routing. The construction of the proposed railroad would 
cut the direct line mileage from Norfolk to Camp Lejeune to 206 miles and allow 
a through competitive rate to exist along with considerable savings in car mile- 
age and car-days on critically short railway equipment. 

Secondary ports which are available to serve Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point 
are Wilmington, N. C., and Morehead City, N. C. Of the two, Morehead City is 
potentially of greatest value to the Marine Corps. By rail Morehead City is 
18 miles from Cherry Point and 84 miles from Camp Lejeune. With construction 
of the proposed railroad the distance from Camp Lejeune would be cut almost in 
half to 46 miles. By highway the distance to Morehead City from Cherry Point is 
about 18 miles and from Camp Lejeune approximately 43 miles. The railroad 
mileage to Wilmington from Cherry Point is 104 miles and from Camp Lejeune is 
62 miles. 


B. PASSENGER 


Only special passenger train service is available to either Cherry Point or 
Camp Lejeune. On all other than special passenger train service, personnel 
must of necessity transfer from passenger train service and use bus service to 
destination, and in one instance in particular a combination of two different bus 
lines. This not only imposes an intolerable and tiresome condition upon travelers 
but increases the through transportation costs to the Government not to ignore 
additional commercial meal costs, additional per diem, and loss of productive 
time 

Listed below are the available bus connections into Cherry Point and Camp 
Lejeune showing the points of connection, the bus lines serving, the highway mile- 
ages, and average scheduled and lay-over time in making connection disregarding 
late arrivals, ete. 


Passengers destined to Cherry Point: 
From northern and eastern points via Atlantic Coast Line Railroad: 
Rocky Mount, via Seashore Transportation Co__.______miles 
Average travel and lay-over via bus . hours 
Excess meals over through rail movement_-_- _IE meals 
Total excess costs Jee ' 
Wilson, via Seashore Transportation Co__ __miles 
Average travel and lay-over via bus_-_ ; ; hours 
Excess meals over through rail movement _._IE meals_- 
Total excess costs Ee ee ee ee 
Goldsboro, via Seashore Transportation Co._ , miles 
Average travel and lay-over via bus_______._-_-_ hours 
Excess meals over through-rail movement___________1 meal 
Total excess costs__- Septic ; , 
From southern, southeastern, and southwestern points or via Sea- 
board Air Line Railroad or Southern Railway System to Raleigh ; 
Raleigh to Goldsboro, via Greyhound But Line, thence to desti- 
nation via Seashore Transportation Co miles__ 166 
Average travel and lay-over via bus____- a 9 
Excess meals over through rail rs Ue $1. 50 
Total excess costs_ SS Re OS Od ~< $1. 50 
From South and Southeast points on or via Atlantic Coast Line 
Railroad : 
Fayetteville, via Queen City Coach Co (South only) _miles__ 174 
Average travel and lay-over via bus_._.....-....____ hours.. 7to9% 
Excess meals over through rail 1 meal__ $1. 50 
Total excess costs... ___ a lokuaiees cinnliiawasnins $1. 50 
Wilmington, via Seashore Transportation Co : miles__ 117 
Average travel and lay-over via bus - { hours 6+ 
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l’assengers destined to Camp Lejeune: 
From northern and western gateways via Atlantic Coast Line 
Railroad: 
Wilson, via Camden Coach Co miles 
(verage travel and lay-over via bus hours 
rotal excess costs ‘ atlas 

Warsaw, via Queen City Coach Co thiles 
Average travel and lay-over via bus hours 
excess meals over throuch rail ; 1 meal_- 


Total excess resulting - : ‘ oi 
ATLANTIO COAST LINE RAILROAD 


From South and Southeast via Atlantic Coast Line Railroad: 
Wilmington via Seashore Transportation Co miles 
Average travel and lay-over via bus hours 


Passenger group movements to and from Camp LeJeune for a 5-month p 
July 1, 1950, through November 30, 1950, totaled 16,649 in-bound and 
out-bound passengers or a grand total of 28,895 passengers moving on Gov 
ment transportation requests. In addition a considerable number move 
and out of Camp LeJeune at their own expense and claimed reimburse: 
therefor under competent orders. Also these numbers were more than do 
by men going on leave and week-end passes, 

As a considerable number of the above moved in special train service, u 
present conditions, the savings which can be supported are based on ey 

ail costs over through-rail rates, meals and per diem on TAD FTD travel y 
would have been saved had a Government-owned railroad been in service bet 
Cherry Point and Camp Lejeune thereby providing through-rail servic 
more direct and expeditious route. The savings therefrom, based on resw 
of passenger service on the Atlantic and East Carolina Railway as has 
issured provided the proposed spur is constructed, would amount to a mini 
savings of 20 cents each for each first-class ticket, a noon meal at a mea! 
cost of $1.25 which would have been saved by furnishing a military cooked 

yr the Marine Corps less than 50 cents, thereby saving a minimu 
cents, plus an additional savings of per diem paid the individual of $1.12 

* 6-hour period on all personnel on TD or TAD. If the many hours of 

ve time were added up and a cost factor applied the total excess there! 
would be staggering. 

Projecting the 5-month known passenger figure to and from Camp Ll 
nto a 6-month average the figure is approximately 39,958 passengers n 
n groups of three or more. Based on a minimum savings of 95 cents ea 
estimated savings on passengers alone to and from Camp Lejeune would 
gate $29,968.50 of which only $7,991.60 would be direct savings and the 
ndirect savings In time of war these passengers savings would be e 
by the 1 itary and security value resulting from the proposed militar 
road, although it is a proven result that when two railroads are com) 
rates and service are increasingly healthier from the users standpoint 


C. FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION 


healthy competitive atmosphere exists in the highway freight carris 
in the Camp Lejeune-Cherry Point area. 
reight transportation is available, both carload and _less-carload s« 
to and from Cherry Point and Camp Lejeune. Less-carload freight for | 
Lejeune is consigned to Jacksonville, N. C., where it is assembled and movs 
Camp Lejeune in trap-car service 
The Atlantic Coast Line Railroad branch line to which the Marine Corps 
s connected has a virtual monopoly on all rail freight consigned for deliv 
Camp Lejeune; not from a basis of service, not because of a savings in dis 
not because of a savings in time, but, because of a tariff routing restriction w 
requires a circuitous movement via Wilmington fer the application of 
rat from northern, northeastern, other points passing through the Ri 
gateway, and including movements originating or passing through the N 


noted in the general comments a classic example of circuity re 
ipptication is that movements from Norfolk must travel 301 | 
p Lejeune whereas the short-line rail mileage is 210 miles 
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could undoubtedly result in a savings in car-miles and car-days releasing criti- 
cally short railroad equipment by routing via the short-line route. Traffic can 
move over the shorter route except economywise it would be costly. Increases 
over the through tariff rate would be from 40 cents per hundredweight on fifth 
class rated commodities to 89 cents per hundredweight on first class rated com- 
modities, plus the latest 3-percent increase granted April 1, this year. 

Based on the same 5 months’ period used in the passenger estimates, 1950 
carload shipments were mttie to and from Camp Lejeune aggregating 59,037.8 
tons and on which the freight charges amounted to $6,218,294.53. 

A Government-owned terminal railroad would have earned a proportionate 
share of those charges amounting to approximately 2 percent of the gross revenue 
n transcontinental movements and 5 percent of the gross revenue on east of the 
Mississippi River movements. A safe across-the-board percentage of 3 percent 
s considered minimum earnings and on that basis a revenue of $186,584.83 would 
have accrued to the Government for the 5-month period which, if projected into 
a 6-month period, freight revenue would have been approximately $223,901.78. 

Other advantages where economies could be effected if a Government-owned 
railroad were constructed would be the consolidation of less-carload freight into 
carloads for stop-off and partial unloading at either Cherry Point or Camp 
Lejeune depending upon the direction of movement. 

Savings, economies, and figures developed have only been based on Camp 
Lejeune. It is shown that on Camp Lejeune savings alone construction is eco- 
nomically sound. To develop potential savings which would develop from 
freight and passenger service to and from Cherry Point would be difficult at 
his time. However, Cherry Point is served by only one railroad, the Atlantic 
and East Carolina Railway and savings and revenue would accrue to the Gov- 
ernment on all traffic originating therefrom routed over the Government-owned 
ailroad to Jacksonville, thence Atlantic Coast Line Railroad to Wilmington 
and South, Southeast, and transcontinental. 

Large quantities of petroleum products move from Baltimore, Norfolk, More- 
ead City, and Wilmington, to Cherry Point. Since movement from Wilmington, 
X. C. to Cherry Point would effectuate to greatest revenue to a Government- 
wned railroad connecting Jacksonville, N. C., and Cherry Point, a distribution 
f revenue would be on a mileage pro-rate basis. Mileage from Wilmington 
to milepost 51 would be prorated as 51 miles for the Atlantic Coast Line Rail- 
road and 40 miles for the Government-owned railroad (12 miles existing plus 
2 miles Camp Lejeune to Cherry Point) with approximately 10 percent extra 
) originating carrier making a pro-rate of approximately 60 percent Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad to 40 percent Government-owned railroad. Since present 
ans call for a progressively increasing demand in the amount of petroleum 
oducts required for use at Cherry Point, such fuel funneling through Wilming- 
n would create revenue. 

Practically all crushed stone and : 

originate at Belgrade, N. C., an intermediate point 22.5 miles south of New 

Bern and 14.4 miles north of Jacksonville on the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad. 

These shipments could be routed over the proposed Government-owned line 
cruing revenue. 

Miscellaneous revenues which increase income of the Government-owned rail- 

ud would be those derived from snail, express, first-class movements of com- 
ercial nature, carload movements of commercial nature such as contractors 
supplies, ete. 


D. CONCLUSIONS 


fhat passenger service over a Government-owned railroad would not neces- 
sarily yield a direct profit although revenue earnings would be increased and 
erational costs reduced proportionally. There would be large savings in the 
rm of expenditures for meal tickets and payments of excess per diem being 
it on practically all movements of less than special train size. 

Adequate passenger service would be a boon to morale of not only the person- 
| traveling to and from the two bases on orders but also to members on leave 
nd pass 

Revenue on freight alone as indicated would more than amortize the cost of 
the railroad and if added to the savings resulting in better passenger service 
iS miscellaneous receipts less operating costs should approximate $400,000 to 
00,000 per annum, 


90549—51 19 
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That it is not the practice of the Government to compete with private bus 
nor to go into the railroad business, however: When inadequate service 
rule rather than the exception, when movements of traffic are required to 
over circuitous and time-consuming routes tying up critical railroad rr 
stock, when revenue and savings accruing from operation will amortiz> th. 
of constructing a railroad, and when such a railroad is a safeguard providi: 
alternate outlet from a military and security requirement, then the G: 
ment should go into the railroad business 

That there is required by the Marine Corps, service by rail to and fron 
between the major facilities of Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point and whi 
not exist at this time, the following: 

(a) Adequate rail passenger service from and to Camp Lejeune and ¢ 
Point, not only for military movements but also for personal (leave) tra 
personnel attached to these bases. 

(b) The opening of New Bern as an unrestricted gateway through | 
the application of through rates and services will not be restrictive 
manner whatsoever 

(c) Alternative access into or egress from both bases in case of 
versive act which would destroy bridges over which all rail movements 
pass and which is destroyed would isolate these bases. 

That the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad will not open New Bern as a: 
restricted gateway for movement of traffic is obvious and the Governmen 
no recourse to require such measures in view of section 15, paragraph 4, « 
Interstate Commerce Act except as a temporary measure 

That passenger service is not forthcoming voluntarily from the Atlantic | 
Line Railroad and must be a result of definite action on the part of the 
ernment, namely, construction of the proposed spur. 

That construction of a spur and subsequently a second competitive fr: 
outlet will require the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad to open New Bern fo 
unrestricted movement of freight on through rates. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


General Hitt. We believe that this is really an important port 


of the national defense. It is a 30-mile railroad. I have been a: 
sured by Major Kingsley, of the Norfolk & Southern Railroad, y 
is president of that railroad, and Admiral Jelley, that the cost of | 
railroad will be $3,000,000. 


STEEL REQUIREMENT 


Senator Maysank. How much steel will it require ? 

General Hi. Four thousand and one hundred tons of 85-p: 
relay rail, 4,300 tons of 90-pound, and 4,800 tons of 100-pound 
terial. 

Senator Ettenper. Can you not be served by existing roads? 

General Hitt. We can be served by existing railroads for freig 
but not for passenger service. 

Senator E,Lenper. Why cannot the same railroad be used 
freight and for passengers ? 

General Hiri, They will not put in regular scheduled passeng 
trains. 

Chairman McKetiar. Do they not have a good road ther 
busses ¢ 

General Hirz. The roads are very narrow, sir. Since last Ja: 
ary 1 until the 1st of September, we had 460 automobile accicents 
on these roads, with service personnel involved. 

Chairman McKetuiar. Not on these 30 miles? 

General Hitz. No, sir; but this 30 miles would eliminate the us 
of the road. There were 14 marines killed, 3 dependents, and | 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 289 


vilian. About 60 marines went to the hospital as a result of these 
rt cidents. 

Now. we believe that this will repay itself in a given number of 
years, according to the freight traffic. If we use the first 5 months 
of the fiseal year 1951 and project that forward, it would return to 

e Government a saving of $500,000 per year. 

Senator Exrenver. Has an effort been made to get the local rail- 
roads to give you the service you need for passengers ¢ 

General Hinw. Yes, sir. 

Senator Eirnenper. With what results? 

General Hizz. They stated that they would put on rail traffic if we 
would guarantee the loss on rail traffic. Everyone knows that pas- 
senger traflic does not make the money but the freight traflic does. 
That was the situation that Mr. Field made plain in his statement 
to the committee Saturday morning. 

Chairman McKetriar. Could they not use it for freight traffic as 
well ? 

General Hi. We would ise our line for both. That ' ould con- 
nect Camp Lejeune with Cherry Point, give scheduled passenger 
service to both places, 

Now. there is ahnarea in here of SU.U00 service personne] and their 
families. 

Senator MAYPANK. You are putting more in this bill. I notice the 
State of Virginia is going to be pretty well built from Norfolk down. 

General Hitt. In this area thev have no transport: ation. The 
marines are required to spend at least’ 8 hours w: aiting in bus lines 
to get some »whe Tre. Now t hose are peop le who are going overseas and 

hey have 2 or 3 days to get to the North and they cannot get up there. 

Senator MAYBankK. Whiy not use Parris Is land ¢ 

General Hitz. Parris Island is farther and Parris Island would 
require a further investment there. They are now living in tents there. 

Senator Maypank. Of course, they are living in tents; you have 
never spent a nickel there. 

Chairman McKrivar. I may be wrong, but I understood that busses 
ire now taking the personnel, 

Cieneral Hiti. There are insufficient busses. They take one-tenth of 
the personnel going on liberty and furlough. 

Senator Mayspank. This is going to take 4,100 tons of steel. Nobody 
nas any steel to build a college oreven an elementary school. 

Senator Ecron. After you have built this line, will the company 
uperate the passenger trains? You do not have to operate it ¢ 

General Hitt. No, sir: we do not. The Atlantic & Eastern Carolina 
has assured the House Appropriations Committee that they would 

iv the passenger transportation and run it for the Government. 

Senator ELLENpeR. At what cost ? 

General Hitz. The actual cost. 

Senator MayBank. And the Coast Lines cannot get any steel now 
for their cars. 
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Chairman McKe tar. I have a letter from Senator Hoey in regard 
to this matter which I will insert in the record at this point. 
(The letter referred to is as follows -) 


UNITED States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
October 16, 1951 
Hon. KeENNetTH McKELLAR, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR MCKELLAR: In the second supplemental appropriation bill 
now being considered by your committee there is an item of $3,000,000 in the 
House bill to build a railroad from Cherry Point to Camp LeJeune, N. C. This 
matter was fully discussed in the House and supported by the North Carolina 
delegation. 

I have not bothered you to appear before your committee, but I am writing to 
say that I hope you will include this item in the Senate bill as I think it is im 
portant to the Senate and to our national defense. If the committee hag any 
doubt about it any way, I will be glad to furnish any informativn. 

With best wishes always, I am, 

Yours very truly, 
CLype R. Hory 

Chairman McKetuar. At this point in the record will be inserted 
an excerpt of the testimony given by Mr. J. T. Kingsley, president, 
Norfolk Southern Railway, Norfolk, Va., before the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations on Friday, September 28, 1951. 

( The excerpt referred to is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT or J. T. Kitncsiey, PRESIDENT, NorroLtK SourHern Rattway, 
NORFOLK, VA, 


Mr. Kinoas_ey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am J. T 
Kingsley, president of the Norfolk Southern Railway. The expression by Mr 
Fields on that act does not apply, and is not applicable to the railroad in con 
trolling its long-haul unless the traffic is offered to the railroad unrouted. If it 
is routed by the shipper that route must be followed as prescribed by the LC. C 
Act. That traffic originating at Camp Lejeune cannot move via New Ber 
today. The Coast Line has held that arbitrary stand continuously: That they 
controlled that gateway, and no one else will get in. 

Now, L want to follow that up by saying that in 1950 the Coast Line Railro 
appeared before Mr. Vinson without the Norfolk Southern Railroad or 
A. & E. C. having been invited to sit in on that meeting. 

The Coast Line Railroad made these arrangements that they would do this 
They made no contact with us or with the A. & E. C. I might add that I 
a director of the Atlantic & North Carolina Railroad which has the ownership 
of the A. & E. C. Railroad. They took the stand that they probably thought 
that in agreeing with Mr. Vinson to go in and rehabilitate their line they would 
eliminate the Southern Railroad together with the A. & E. C. Representing 
the N. 8S. Railroad we are opposed to it for the reason that we are not going 
be a party to any line arbitrarily saying to Congress that we will do this, t! 
and the other. No one is speaking for the N. S. or the A. & E. C. except those 
individual lines, 

I discussed the matter with members of Mr. Vinson’s office and he called m¢ 
further to explain the situation. Not only is this freight traffic a vital iten 
to the Marine Corps and to the health and safety of all the country, but it is 
a safety factor for the troops stationed at these two camps. That map ther 
is a Rand McNally map, and we do not recognize it, but there is a railroad 
map, gentlemen, that gives you the true picture of the situation of the rail 
roads 
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You have six vitally serious hazards on the railroad today. For instance, 
if you will take the bridge from Jacksonville—— 

Mr. Manon. We know about that; that is one. 

Mr. Kinostry. And also the bridge on the Jacksonville line from Jacksonville 
to New Bern, and the Norfolk Southern bridges at New Bern, there are two or 
three bridges that, if blown up simultaneously by four men would create a 
situation where you would have Camp Lejeune as well as Camp Cherry Point 
completely isolated with 80,000 troops that could not get out except by Morehead 
City. If this railroad is built you would have as an outlet the present Govern- 
ment-owned railroad, and you would have an outlet by Havelock without any 
hazards whatsoever. You can move your troops to Morehead City, and they can 
move out by Army transport, which the Marine Corps has used before. 

Mr. SuHepparp. If there could be any agreement worked ont by and between 
the railroads involved is there anything in the Interstate Commerce Act that 
would prohibit that from being consummated? 

Mr. KInGstey. That is by New Bern? 

Mr. SHerparpD. Yes. 

Mr. Kinestey. No, sir: it is the Coast Line Railroad’s arbitrary stand that 
they will not open up New Bern. When you take traffie out of Camp Lejeune you 
ean go out through Havelock, and then going south you can take it down to 
Wilmington and over to Goldsboro 

Mr. Taper. Conld I ask a question there? 

Mr. Manon. Yes. 

Mr. Taner. I do not understand what making New Bern an open gateway 
would mean. I would like to have that explained. 


SAVINGS RESULTING FROM OPENING NEW BERN GATEWAY 


Mr. KINGSLEY. Opening the New Bern gateway would give you traffie from 
the eastern trunk lines, practically all of New England, and everything east 
of Pittsburgh; it would give you a direct route without the circuitous route 
that is necessary. Coming out of Norfolk or Philadelphia at Goldsboro you must 
go by Wilson and Goldsboro down to Wilmington and back-haul 100 miles. 

Mr. Scrivner. If that were done would there be any substantial savings in 
the carrying of this freight‘ 

Mr. KINGSLEY. You are saving more mileage, and you are reducing the cost of 
the railroads on the per ton-mile basis. 

Mr. MAHON. You are cutting the profits of the Atlantic Coast Line Railroad 

Mr. KinGstey. Of course: that is the whole thing 

Mr. Scrivner. If it is going to save money for Uncle Sam I would be for that. 

Mr. KINGstry. It will save time. General Hill has a shipment of jet engines 
out of Norfolk coming in, and he has to take them to Wilmington and back-haul 
them the entire distance if it comes down the N. S. Railroad. There it is on the 
map 

Mr. Scrivner. How much saving weuld be effected in freight rates 

Mr. KiInestey. The saving would be in days of travel 

Mr. Scrivner. Approximately how much would it save in percentage 

Mr. KINGsLey. In money? 

Mr. Scrivner. Yes 

Mr. Kinastey. The rates are equalized. There is no saving in the freight rate. 
However, the large companies have the power not to join in section 22 rates. 

Mr. Scrivner. There would be a saving in time? 

Mr. Kinasiey. Yes, but there is available to the Government, which the gen- 
eral many times and his Department has accepted, the fact that he can do this 
thing. Under section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act, the railroads can 
quote any rate they want to, and, therefore, if General Hill's traffic department 
saw fit to ask the railroad to give them a special rate under the provisions of sec- 
tion 22 of the act we can give it to them: we can give it to the Red Cross or any 
other Government instrumentality. That is done now. All of the troop move- 
ments or special train moves are operated under the provisions of section 22 

Mr. MAHON. Let me ask you a question or two You are in favor of the 
$3,000,000 expenditure on the Government railroad here? 

Mr. Krnestey. I certainly am 

Mr. Manon. All right, if we give the money in October which the President 
has asked of the Bureau of the Budget, let us say the road is completed by next 
December, December of 1952, how will that help the situation which General 
Hill has spoken of? 
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Mr. KrNostey. It will help the situation to this extent: You have Gov 
ment-owned land in Camp Lejeune, and you have Government-owned Di 
engines, you have equipment, you do not need to buy any engines for this op 
tion. You have everything there except the road, and you only have a 150-1 
bridge on that railroad. I think it can be built for less than $3,000,000. © 
engineers on the railroad feel that way. 

Mr. Manon. But how are we going to solve the problem that General I! 
speaks of with this? 

Mr. Krnostey. Well, from Camp Lejeune you would take your freight uy 
Havelock and you would then interchange with the N. 8S. or interchange at G: 
boro with the Southern. 

Mr. Suepparp. You say that interchange would be mandatory? 

Mr. Krnestey. Yes, those roads are in there. 

Mr. Manon. In other words, that helps your railroad, and it helps the ot 
railroad, but it will not help the Atlantic Coast Line? 

Mr. Kines.ey. No. 

Mr. Manon. But you claim it will help the Marines? 

Mr. KInos.ey. I do not think that it will hurt the Atlantic Coast Line with 
increased traffic going in there. You will pay for this railroad in 5 years. 
were building the railroad for you I would try to amortize it in 5 years. ‘1 
agreement with the A. & E. C. is to amortize the cost of the rails out of freig 
charges in 5 years. I believe that the saving to the Government will pay 
this railroad. 

Mr. Manon. In 5 years? 

Mr. Kinosiey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sueprarp. How long will it take you to contact your officials and get 
solute authority to make a commitment of this character and file it with 
committee, a statement or commitment such as you have just made here as th: 
representative ? 

Mr. Kinos_ey. May I say that the president of the road and the general m 
ager, both, within the past 2 weeks have had heart attacks and cannot be mov 
Mr. Bucham, who is president, and Mr. Edwards, who is general manager, t 
me they were authorizing Mr. Todd to say to this committee that they wo 
put this service on. I am quite sure Mr. Todd is in a position to do that 
fact, he is representing the president by direct authority. 


. - * * > 


Mr. Barpen. I might say here that the State of North Carolina owns the 
jerity of the stock in that road 

Mr. Kinastey. I might say we own the next largest block. 

Mr. Barpen. And Craven County owns the next largest. 


al 7 > * > 


DELAY IN FREIGHT HAULAGE 


Mr. Kinostey. Mr. Fields mentioned Secretary Whitehair, the Norfolk So 


ern. When he told you he hauls traffic on the Coast Line to Norfolk, he ov: 


looked the explanation to you that he delivers it to the Belt Line at Nort 
and not the ultimate destination. Then you have 5 or 10 hours over to the b 
or to the ship that is waiting, barring delays. And those delays are not part 
the Coast Line but delays beyond his control, because the naval operating bas: 
served by the Virginia Railway and by the Norfolk Belt Line, of which I 
on the board of directors, and the Atlantic & East Carolina Railway, in w! 
we are the second largest stockholder, and I am on the board of the Atlanti 
East Carolina Railway and meet with the executive committee. 
aa ~ . . * - od 

Mr. Scrivner. Would you obviate that 5-hour haul; do you have the sa 
delay? 

Mr. Kinosiey. No, sir; we do not, because we deliver over the Norfolk 
with our own line 

Mr. Scrivner. You go direct? 

Mr. Kinesiey. Yes, sir. They do not deliver. We are hauling 18 and 20 
of gasoline a day from Norfolk right into General Hill’s activities, and we 
a special train of 20 cars. Wecan do it and make money. The Coast Line « 
not do it and make money, but we can and we do it, and we are glad to d 


’ 
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hecause that is the life and death of the Norfolk Southern Railway, also, insofar 
is traffic is concerned. We do not participate in the 5 percent of the gross ton- 
age going to either one of those camps, because we are restricted in our freight- 
ate situation. 

Mr. SHeppearD. Individually, | am not too much interested, as I say, in the 
rates, but I am interested in seeing that the facilities be made available. 

Mr. KinesLey. I am interested in the Norfolk Southern Railway. We own 
the Norfolk and Southern Boys’ Club, and at the request of the Marine Corps 
is to what could we do to bring these boys trained in Norfolk down to these 
ups, we made an agreement with the Seashore Transport, and we run the 
hovs down to Jacksonville in order to alleviate what General Hill has told you. 
That is our cooperation with the Marine Corps and Congress, and we will continue 

do that. 

Mr. Frecps. May I make one statement? I understand the principal thing here 

w is passenger service. Nobody has complained about the freight service; 
that is, the Marine Corps has not. 

Mr. Kinesiev. I do; I object. 

Chairman McKetxar. I will insert in the record at this point an 
\dditional statement by Mr. J. M. Fields, who was a witness here last 
Saturday, in regard to the Camp Lejuene railroad facilities. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


(See also pp. 65 to 76 for testimony of Mr. Fields) 


MEMORANDUM CONCERNING PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF RAILROAD BETWEEN CAMP 
LEJEUNE AND CHERRY PorNtT, N. C., APPROXIMATELY 30 MILES IN LENGTH AT 
ESTIMATED Cost oF $3,000,000 


rhe fantastic claims in support of this project by officers of the United States 
Navy—Admiral Manning and Admiral Thurber—and United States Marine 
Corps——Major General Hill, Quartermaster General, and Brigadier General Rea 
re such (as recorded in Document No. 100, Hearings before the Committee on 
\rmed Services, House of Representatives on H. R. 4766, July 1949, at pp. 3412 
$414; Doc. No. 180, Full Committee Hearings on H. R. 7008 and S. 2440 to 
ithorize certain construction at military installations, and for other purposes, 
lated February 8, 1950, at pp. 56S4, 5685, and 5S17 to SS828: and in printed 
ranscript of hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Appropri 
itions, House of Representatives, S2d Cong., September 1951, at pp. 1144 
to 1158 and p. 1304 to 1333) that it is difficult to deal with all of them in a brief 
memorandum. The following will suffice to illustrate the unrealistic claims of 

e officers referred to: 
is 


Military officers estimate cost of this project at $3,000,000 


The facts.—The estimate of $3,000,000 was prepared in early 1949. Engineers 

f Atlantic Coast Line estimate that cost of this project at present-day prices 

would be a minimum of $6,000,000 and a maximum of 89,000,000 for construction 

f the railroad alone. This would only be the initial expenditure as many more 

ions of dollars would be required for the purchase of locomotives, freight and 

passenger train cars, passing tracks, communications system, Diesel shops, and 
ther items that are necessary for the efficient operation of a railroad. 


Savingea 

lilitary Officers claim a savings of 20 cents per ton on freight and 60 cents 

per passenger as result of construction of this proposed railroad. 
he facts.—Freight rates are based on short-line railroad mileage and Atlantic 
Coast Line equalizes such rates in instances where its mileage may be longer 
the short-line mileage. The same is true as to passenger fares. The Gov- 
ment would not therefore save one dime in transportation costs by construc- 
tion of this proposed railroad. On the other hand, the taxpayers would be bur- 
ned with a continuous expense, with no benefit whatever to the Government. 


Saving in Transportation Time 

Military officers have claimed great savings in time in the movement of freight 
nd passenger trains to and from Camp Lejeune when moving to and from the 

th, particularly Norfolk, Va. 

(he facts.—Within recent years, there have been special passenger-train move- 
ments from Camp Lejeune to Norfolk, Va., via Coast Line through Wilmington 
nd Rocky Mount to Norfolk and via ACL-New Berne-Norfolk Southern to Nor- 
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folk. A check of the time discloses that trains moving via Atlantic Coast Lin 
through Wilmington and Rocky Mount to Norfolk required an average of 9 
hours, 25 minutes and via ACL-New Bern-Norfolk Southern to Norfolk required 
9 hours 30 minutes, or 5 minutes shorter via Atlantic Coast Line all the way 
A special freight train consisting of 73 carloads was moved from Camp Le} 

to Norfolk during September 1951 via ACL, through Wilmington and ki 
Mount and the time required for the movement was 10 hours 40 minutes, « 

1 hour and 15 minutes longer than the time for special passenger-train servi: 
The Atlantic Coast Line is therefore with its present trackage, equipment, 
personne! in position to render prompt, faster and more efficient service t! 
could possibly be rendered by the proposed railroad in combination with a: 
other railroad to and from any point in the United States where traffic to 
from Camp Lejeune moves in volume. 


Security 

Military officers have claimed that this proposed railroad is needed fo py 
vide an outlet to the north in event trackage of Atlantic Coast Line betwe« 
Jacksonville, N. C., and Wilmington, N. C., should be destroyed by bomb 
flood or otherwise. 

The facts——There is an emergency clause in railroad tariffs which provides 
that in event of an emergency arising from any cause, the traffic may be moved 
via any available gateway at the lowest tariff rates. 

Trafic between Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point, N. C. 

Military officers have claimed that the proposed railroad is needed for th 
movement of traffic between Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point, N. C. 

The facts.—During 12 months’ period ended August 31, 1951, there was a move 
ment of 41 carloads of canned goods and 8 carloads of gravel shipped via ra 
from Camp Lejeune to Cherry Point, and 1 carléad of machinery and 2 carloads 
of pallets shipped via rail from Cherry Point to Camp Lejeune, N. C., a tot 
of 52 carloads for the whole year’s period, or exactly 1 carload per week. Th 
traffic was handled satisfactorily via A. C. L.-New Bern-A. & E. C. and « 
be just as satisfactorily handled via that route if the movement amounted 
as much as 1,000 carloads per week or more instead of 1 carload per week 
Movement of trafic betireen Camp Lejeune and Morehead City, N. C 

Military officers have cited the need for this railroad to handle traffic betwee 
Camp Lejeune and Morehead City, N. C., for possible use at some future time 

The facts.—There has never been any rail movement in volume between Camp 
Lejeune and Morehead City, N. C. If a movement should develop in futur 
existing rail facilities of Atlantic Coast Line from Jacksonville to New Ber 
and of A. & E. C. Railway from New Bern to Morehead City are available 
the handling of any volume of traffic which could conceivably develop. 


Interchange track between Atlantic Coast Line and Atlantic and East Care 
Railway at New Bern 

Military officers have cited the need for an improved interchange track 
tween these two roads at New Bern, the present interchange track being co! 
monly referred to by military officers as the “Fishhook” due to the curvature 
the track. 

The facts—There is an existing interchange track between Coast Line 
A. & E. C. Railway at New Bern, N. C., which has been in service for many yé 
and over which there is currently being moved a substantial volume of freig 
traffic running as high as from 30 to 100 carloads per day and over which ther 
could satisfactorily be handled any volume or character, freight or passenger, o! 
traffic which might develop for account of the Marine Corps or others. In o 
effort, however, to satisfy the Marine Corps, the Atlantic Coast Line rece: 
spent $40,000 constructing its portion of a new interchange track up to prop 
line of A. & BE. C. Railway at New Bern. The A. & E. C. Railway declined 1 
construct its portion of the new track which only amounted to about 300 feet : 
estimated cost of $2,500, with statement that the present interchange track is sal 
isfactory | offered on September 28, 1951, during hearing before subcommittes 
of the Committee on Appropriations of the House Armed Services Committee t 
complete the interchange track at our expense at estimated cost of $2,500 on 
A. & E. C. property provided that road would furnish necessary easement. Th 
A. & E. C. declined to permit us to do so (statements by Mr. L. O. Todd, genera 
auditor and treasurer, as reported at pp. 1311 and 1312 of printed transcript 
hearing before a subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, House 


lw 


‘ 
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Representatives, September 1951). During course of conference on this subject 
it has recently developed that General Hill, of the Marine Corps, has never 
requested the A. & E. C, Railway to complete its portion of the new interchange 
track. It is clearly obvious that he does not wish that new interchange track 
completed as it would remove one of his principal talking points for construction 
of this proposed multi-million-dollar 30-mile railroad. 


Amortization 

Military officers have claimed that the estimated cost of $5,000,000 for con- 
struction of this proposed railroad could be amortized during period of 15 
years through savings in transportation charges. 

The facts.—Since there would be no savings to the Government in freight or 
passenger charges if this railroad is constructed, its cost, whatever it may be, 
could never be amortized by the Government. As stated above, the Government 
can realize no savings in transportation costs by constructing this railroad. sut 
to illustrate the unrealistic claim of the Marine Corps: Using its figure of 20 
cents per ton saving in freight and $3,000,000 to construct the 30-mile road, based 
upon the actual movement for 12 months ended August 31, 1951, it would require 
just 44 years to amortize this figure. If our estimate of $9,000,000 is correct, 
plus the additional millions that would be required for equipment and other 
items, it would require more than 150 years to amortize this project, even on 
the Marine Corps’ 20 cents per ton basis. 

On June 9, 1950, an agreement was reached in the office of Chairman Vinson, 
of the House Armed Services Committee, when General Hill and representatives 
of Coast Line, including myself, were present, that if Coast Line would rehabili- 
tate its line between Jacksonville and New Bern, including strengthening bridge 
across Trent River near Pollocksville, N. C., funds for construction of this pro- 
posed 30-mile railroad would not be requested. That agreement was confirmed 
in writing between Mr. Vinson, chairman, House Armed Services Committee, and 
the Office of Secretary of Defense, and Mr. C. McD. Davis, president, Atlantic 
Coast Line Railroad Co., copies of such communications having been made a 
part of the record in hearing before the Senate Appropriations Committee. 
Coast Line carried out its part of that agreement within specified time of 6 
months from June 15, 1950, and completely rebuilt the line from Jacksonville 
to New Bern at cost of $336,000. Coast Line went further and completed its 
portion of the interchange track at New Bern at cost of $40,000 and installed a 
new communications system on the line between Wilmington and Jacksonville, 

nd between Jacksonville and New Bern, at cost of $72,000 and has spent in 
excess of $150,000 in applying gravel ballast on the road between Wilmington 
nd New Bern, or total in excess of $600,000 for improving the road so that any 
olume of traffic offered by the Marine Corps can be satisfactorily handled 
Daily local passenger frain service 

Military officers have claimed the necessity for daily local passenger-train 
service between Camp Lejeune and Goldsboro, N. C 

The facts Camp Lejeune is served by an improved system of State and Federal 
lighways. Several bus lines serve Camp Lejeune, with scheduled busses to the 
North, South, and West The distance via highway from Camp Lejeune to Wil- 

ington is only 51 miles where connection is made with Coast Line trains carrying 
oaches and pullmans to the South, West, and North. The distance from Camp 
Lejeune to Warsaw, N. C., via highway is only 47 miles where connection is made 
with Coast Line trains carrying coaches and pullmans to and from the North 

It has been our experience over many years that local passenger-train service 
such as that suggested by the Marine Corps would not be patronized. Coast Line 

is Offered, however, to establish local passenger-train service between Wil- 
mington, N. C., and New Bern, N. C., via Camp Lejeune provided the Marine 
Corps will guarantee cost of the operation plus a reasonable profit. That offer 
has not been accepted. 

At hearing before the House Subcommittee on Appropriations on September 
28, 1951, A. & E. C. Railway obligated itself to establish daily local passenger- 
train service between Camp Lejeune and Goldsboro, N. C., in event the proposed 
(-mile railroad is constructed. Obligation of the A. & E. C. Railway did not 
stipulate type of passenger-train service it would operate or the length of time 
such service would be continued Obviously if such service were established, it 
would not be patronized and would shortly be discontinued. The Government 
would be left with a dead-end railroad between Camp Lejeune and Cherry Point, 
N. C., serving no useful purpose. The Marine Corps would, however, have ac- 
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complished its primary purpose of permitting the A. & E. C. Railway to ha: 
freight traffic in connection with the Government road to and from Camp Le): 
in contravention of the law as embodied in the Interstate Commerce Act. 
Primary purpose of proposed railroad 

Although not of official record in proceedings before the several congressi: 
committees, in recent conferences concerning this subject, attended by Gen 
Hill, he made the statement in my presence that the primary purpose of | 
proposed 30-mile railroad is to permit the A. & E. C. Railway to gain entra 
to Camp Lejeune through use of this Government-owned railroad, thus pla 
A. & E. C. Railway in position to handle the traffic to and from Camp Le} 
which is being handled so efficiently by Coast Line. General Hill stated that 
reason for wanting to take the business away from Coast Line and place it 
A. & E. C. Railway was to improve the financial position of A. & B. C. Railvy 
so there would be no question about that road's ability to continue to s 
Cherry Point, a Marine air base, located on that road. 

Such an invasion by A. & E. C. Railway of Coast Line territory would h« 
contravention of the law as embodied in section 1, paragraph 18, part 1, of 
Interstate Commerce Act, which sets forth the procedure to be followed when 
road undertakes to invade the territory of another. 

Conclusion 

The statements made by military officers in justification of this proposed pro}: 
are not within measurable distance of the facts. The appropriation should 
disallowed for following reasons: 

(a) Estimate cost of the project and reasons advanced in justificat 
therefor are u”.realistic. 

(b) Constraction of the railroad would be a waste of public funds with | 
compensatiug benefit to the Government and a waste of thousands of tons of 
critical materials which are urgently needed in connection with other defens 
projects. 

(c, Construction of the proposed railroad would be in contravention of 
agreement reached between Mr. Vinson, chairman, House Armed Services Co: 
mitvee, the Office of Secretary of Defense, and president of Atlantic Coast | 
Rai'road Co., which agreement Coast Line has fulfilled. 

(a) Construction of the proposed railroad would permit invasion by A. & FE. ( 
Railway of territory now satisfactorily served by Atlantic Coast Line Railr 
in contravention of the law as embodied in the Interstate Commerce Act. 

(e) Camp Lejeune is at present adequately served by rail facilities of Atlant 
Coast Line Railroad Co. 

(f) Construction of the proposed railroad would not be in the public interest 
nor in the interest of national defense 

J. M. FYevps, 
Vice President, Atlantic Coast Line Railroad Co.. 
Wilmington, N. ¢ 
OcToRER 1951. 


DPpARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES AT BETHANY BEACH, DEL. 
(See p. S84) 


Chairman McKetuar. I have received a letter from Assistant Se 
retary of the Army, Mr. Kar! R. Bendetsen, submitting further info: 
mation in regard to funds required for certain facilities at Bethany 
Beach, Del. I will insert the letter in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., October 15, 19 
Hon. Kennets McKELvar, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senaror McKetrar: In accordance with my agreement with your 
mittee, I am taking the liberty of submitting further information in regar 
the requirements of the Department of the Army for funds for the constru 
of certain facilities at Bethany Beach, Del., for use by antiaircraft units. 
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The Department of the Army and the State of Delaware entered into an agree- 
ment on November 25, 1949, whereby the Bethany Beach National Guard Camp 
was made available to the Army for use as an antiaircraft firing center without 
compensation. This camp is located adjacent to the town of Bethany Beach, 
Del., and consists of a stretch of beach extending 1,760 vards north from Indian 
River Inlet, United States Coast Guard Station No. 142, and a stretch of beach 
extending 1,500 yards south from the southern edge of Federal reservation 

ititude 38°31’). This camp totaled 98 acres. Certain facilities are in exist- 
ence and include: 


549 enlisted spaces in concrete block barracks 

16 BOQ spaces 

10 mess halls 

5 latrines 

2 firing sites, located on State land but not part of the camp proper 


The Bethany Beach facility is considered to be the only satisfactory facility 
within the Second Army Area, due to its central location and to its proximity 
» Fort Miles, Del., which is used as a base for units firing at Bethany Beach 
Sufficient facilities are not available at Fort Miles to meet the requirements 
contemplated at Bethany Beach. 
In order to comply with safety regulations and to train antiaircraft battalions 
nd other required military subjects, $857,000 was included in the fiscal year 
1952 military construction budget for site facilities and hardstand. It was con 
templated that this camp would be expanded by an additional 1,699 acres to be 
juired by lease. Asa result of a restudy of requirements, however, it has been 
determined that only approximately 467 acres of land is now required and the 
State of Delaware has indicated, through current negotiations, that this land 
which is State-owned may be leased for the duration of the national emergency, 
plus 6 months, from the State subject to a public hearing to be held on October 29, 
1951, at Bethany Beach, Del 
Based on the restudy of the Bethany Beach requirements for antiaircraft 
firing, the $805,450 presently included in the fiscal year 1952 budget request will 
provide necessary facilities for year-round firing of the antiaircraft battalions of 
the Second Army. These funds were deleted by the House of Representatives 
as a result of an amendment by Mr. Boggs, of Delaware, inasmuch as the Depart- 
ment of the Army had not, at that time, come into an agreement with the State 
Delaware. During the discussion on the floor of the House Mr. Boggs stated 
it, if future negotiations on this subject resulted in agreement with the State, 
he hed no objection to inclusion of the project by the Senate in the fiscal year 
1952 budget. 
It is therefore respectfully requested, inasmuch as the Department of the Army 
s come into an agreement with the State of Delaware on the use of the lands 
question, subiect to the public hearing to be held at Bethany Beach on October 
29, that these funds be reconstituted in the fiscal year 1952 military construction 
get 


Sincerely yours, 


Kar R. BENDETSEN, 
Assistant Secretary of the Army. 
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STATEMENTS OF RAYMOND M. FOLEY, ADMINISTRATOR, ACCOM. 
PANIED BY B. T. FITZPATRICK, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR; 
ARTHUR D. MORRELL, ACTING COMMISSIONER, DIVISION OF 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SPECIAL OPERATIONS; IVAN CAR- 
SON, DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR; JEROME F. MORSE, 
DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF LOANS FOR PREFABRICATED HOUSING; 
JOHN M. FRANTZ, AGENCY BUDGET OFFICER; J. STANLEY 
BAUGHMAN, PRESIDENT, FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE AS- 
SOCIATION; JOHN T. EGAN, COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC HOUSING 
ADMINISTRATION; AND JAMES F. KELLY, BUDGET OFFICER, 
PUBLIC HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


DEFENSE HOUSING PROGRAM 


Chairman McKetrar. Let us take the next witness. Mr, Foley, 
have a chair and tell us what you want us to know. Do you have a 
statement 

Mr. Fo.iry. I have a brief statement. Perhaps it will expedite mat- 
ters, rather than delay them, Mr. Chairman, if I may read it. 

Chairman McKeuuar. All right. 

Mr. Fortey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Public 
Law 159, which was approved last month, puts the Government in a 
position for the first time during the present defense emergency to 
deal with some effectiveness with certain problems which experience 
lias shown to have an important bearing on the suecess of the mobili- 
zation program. In brief, it is the purpose of the new act to prevent 
the delays and obstructions to necessary industrial and military activ- 
ities which otherwise would result from local shortages of defense 
housing and community facilities. 

Senator Mayeank. Mr. Foley, we had the Air Force in here Sat 
urday. I questioned them about the use of the so-called Wherry 
Housing Act and the use of the land. Am I to understand correctly 
that, unless these facilities as provided by Public Law 139 are fu 
nished, these communities cannot be built ? 

Mr. Fotry. In many communities, that will be the case. 

Senator Maynpank. Mr. Chairman, the idea of this law that we 
passed was to have facilities so that the Atomic Energy plant and 
other installations at different points in the country would not give 
you the headaches like you had at Oak Ridge. We did not want the 
Government to build a town, so we made provision for grants and 
loans for community facilities so that communities that did not have 
sufficient funds to do the whole job themselves, or ceuld not sell their 
own bonds in order to build a sewer or drains, would be able to do so 
and thus be able to house the workers in the atomic energy plants, 
and at other defense installations. I speak of the Savannah Valley, 
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for example, which Senator Russell asked me to mention, and I speak 
of Paducah. 

$60,000,000 might seem to be quite a large sum in an authorization 
bill, but we cut it from $125,000,000. It was our belief that, if the 
communities could provide the necessary water and sewer facilities, 
then through the FHA system private people could build the needed 
houses and we would not have a Government city in Paducah, a Gov- 
ernment city in Horse Creek and Aiken and other places in Idaho, 
New Mexico, and throughout the country. 

Chairman McKettar. Do not forget Oak Ridge. 

Senator Maysank. We have that. We are trying to keep away 
from it. 

Chairman McKetuiar. We are going to do all of this to change 
what we have there ? . 


SAVINGS OF DIRECT EXPENDITURES BY HOUSING ACT 


Senator Maypank. That is right, sir. With your permission, I 

want to put in a statement by Congressman Riley, a member of the 
House Appropriations Committee, in which Congressman Brown of 
Georgia thoroughly concurs. 
_ The reason I want to make this statement is that I believe, in the 
end, by making Federal funds available for these community facilities, 
the Government will save a lot of money, as compared with the cost 
to the Government of building a Government town such as we have 
at Oak Ridge or at Hanford. 

Chairman McKetiar. We will place that statement in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 

Aiken, 8S. C. (survey by Weideman & Singleton, engineers, of Atlanta) : 
Cost of waterworks’ _.. $1, 135, 000 
Cost of sewerage system wiaiinales , = -.. 2,964, 200 


ae Cs ed ie , 099, 200 


North Augusta, S. C.: 
Preliminary survey for waterworks, cost ; 650, 000 
Preliminary sewerage system, cost as i 700, 000 


Tetal__-_- sain : , 850, 000 


Blackville, S. C. (survey by Barber, Keels & Associates, engineers, 
Columbia, 8S. C.): 
Waterworks state , = ake 197, 000 
Sewers — : : ; ’ ‘ a eal 160, 000 


357, 000 


Total. 


Barnwell, S. C. (survey made by Barber, Keels & Associates, 
engineers) : 
Waterworks extension a me 400, 000 
Sewerage collection and disposal plant pisttnn b 600, 000 


SASS i. . ‘ 1, 000, 000 


2 Designed for estimated minimum population of 20,000 people. 
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Williston, S. C. (survey by Rowe & C enna engineers) : 
Cost of water-supply system ‘ . 
Cost of sewer facilities 


Total 


Allendale, S. C. (figures submitted by office of Congressman Mendel 
L. Rivers) : 
Estimated cost of the necessary expansion in Allendale, S. C., 
made by special engineer, is in 


Wagener, S. C. (survey by Barber, Keels & Associates, engineers) : 
Waterworks 
Sewerage 


Total oe: 


Augusta, Ga. (preliminary survey by Patchen & Zimmerman, not 
complete, but estimated as follows) : 
Water, pumping, filtration and distribution 
Rehabilitation and extension, sewer system __ petiinrg 10, 000 


"— (ww) i 


ROGGE second 000 


Grand total. 


otal for cities on South Carolina side 
For Augusta, Ga 


Total for South Carolina and Augusta 
PUBLIC HOUSING AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 


Mr. Fo.ry. To make this possible, the act authorizes liberalized a 


to private enterprise for the production of defense housing and 
thorizes public construction in those situations where, because of | 
temporary character of the need, or other circumstances, private ent: 
prise cannot produce the required housing. 

Senator Maysank. How long do you have to advertise before 


build houses? 

Mr. Forey. Ninety days. 

Chairman McKeuiar. You have to advertise 90 days before 
can go in with permanent public housing? 

Mr. Fo.ry. That is right. 

The act also authorizes assistance to local communities thro 
loans and grants in the provision of the essential supporting co 
munity facilities and services, and the direct Federal constructio: 
such facilities in situations where they could not otherwise be 
vided. 

Other features of the act deal with specialized situations. This t 
IV authorizes a program for the acquisition and development 
isolated defense sites, while title V provides for business-type los 
to assist in maintaining the productive capacity of the industry | 
ducing prefabricated housing and housing components. 

For all of these purposes the House approved exactly half 
amounts recommended by the President. The report of the H: 
committee and the debate on the floor clearly show that these red 
tions were made on the basis that a detailed program by localities 
cannot be spelled out at this time, and on the theory that the amo: 
approved will be sufficient to meet emergency needs between now 3! 
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the next session of the Congress—at which time the matter can 
be further considered on the basis of more detailed surveys and 
studies to be made in the meantime. 

[ think no one would seriously question that the procedure pro- 
posed by the House was the right one, if there were serious doubt that 
substantial needs actually exist, or if there were reason for speed in 
action to meet the needs. If those were the facts, we ourselves would 
strongly recommend a slow and cautious approach. However, Mr. 
Chairman, we respectfully submit that the actual situation is very 
different. 

Senator Maysank. The Banking and Currency Committee has 
held hearings on this for a period of 2 months, more or less. Am I 
correct ? 

Mr. Forey. That is right. sir. 

Senator Maynank. And everyone on both sides of the aisle. after 
hearing the testimony, reduced the amount recommended by the Presi- 
dent substantially. 

This is what they thought was the actual immediate need. Every- 
one voted on it. The Senate passed it unanimously. The House sim- 
ilarly cut it in half, too, in the*authorization bill that they passed. 
Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Forry. The House passed the authorization bill, I think. 

Senator Maypank. Exactly the way the Senate did. 

Mr. Forry. It is perfectly true that we have not had funds, staff, or 
authority to make detailed surveys of locality need and to prepare 
specific programs so that we could present to this committee a concrete 
showing area by area as to the needs and the indicated actions to meet 
them. The funds to make such studies are included in the budget 
estimates. However, this does not mean that nothing whatever is 
known about the existence of needs for defense housing and commu- 
nity facilities, or that there is no reason to believe that the needs are 
urgent. Let me cite a few examples of the general evidence available: 


CRITICAL DEFENSE HOUSING AREAS 


First, some 278 communities have requested designation as critical 
lefense housing areas or have been called to our attention by the de- 
fense and military agencies for such designation. As of today, 43 
reas have already been designated under the new act and more 
ilreas are being so designated literally day by day. 

Second, the Defense Department has provided us and the Congress 

th a list of more than 300 localities where they anticipate housing 
problems of serious significance. 

Third, the Senate Subcommittee on Preparedness has reported after 
on-the-spot investigation on the existence of housing situations at 
many military installations which that committee characterized as 
shocking and deplorable. 

Even without the benefit of the detailed surveys which we agree 
must be made as soon as possible, we have enough information to 
know that the appropriations proposed in the House bill would be 
nadequate to fully meet the needs even in those areas which already 
have been designated as critical in the brief time since Public Law 
139 was enacted, to say nothing of the needs in the scores or hundreds 
of other areas which must be considered in the near future. 
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In short, Mr. Chairman, postponing these appropriations until the 
next session will not eliminate or reduce the need in any defense area. 
It will not save the Government any money. On the contrary, it wil] 
cause additional months of delay, and delay is generally costly in 
money as well as in results. 


HOUSE CUT 


In this connection I want also to point out that in spite of the em- 
phasis which has been placed on the importance of making surveys 
of need and obtaining specific information as a basis for action, our 
appropriation request for that purpose is reduced in the House bil! 
by more than 50 percent. As against an estimate of $1,340,000, the 
House bill would provide $603,000. This amount is entirely inade- 
quate to do the kind of job of need determination and financial analy 
sis which we believe the Congress expects of us. The regular activi- 
ties and regular budgets of the Housing Agency have been cut back 
as drastically as those of any major Government agency within my 
knowledge. It is literally impossible for us to do this job by absorb- 
ing the cost within existing funds without dangerously neglecting 
statutory functions and responsibilities. 

The situation is much the same as regards the administrative 
expense authorizations for the Federal National Mortgage Association 
and the Federal Housing Administration. It is indicated that if 
the amounts approved are not sufficient, the House committee wil! 
entertain further requests for supplemental administrative expense 
authorizations for this year. But as a practical matter, Mr. Chair 
man, if those authorizations are to do any good in terms of effective 
action to carry out the responsibilities of these agencies under Public 
Law 139 and to handle increased workloads in the immediate future, 
the authorizations should be made now. Increases in administrative 
expense limitations next spring will do very little good as far as 
getting this year’s job done is concerned. The estimates in the budget 
were kept as small as possible consistent with the job to be don 
We earnestly believe that your committee will be fully justified 
restoring to the bill the amounts requested in the President’s message, 
House Document 242. 

That concludes my written statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKetvar. Are there any questions / 


COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


Mr. Fouiry. There is something further that I would like to add 
by way of explanation of the matters that Senator Maybank has 
raised. We have done everything that we had authority to do 
connection with critical defense areas—the Atomic Energy area at 
Savannah River being particularly an example—without the authori 
zations that were contained in the law recently passed. We desig 
nated critical areas for the purpose of relaxing credit regulations. 
in the hope of furnishing incentive to private builders. We set up 
programs of needed housing in those areas, and a considerable list 
of critical defense areas. The shortage of mortgage money was the 
major factor among several factors in preventing action. General!) 
speaking, the results up to now have been very small. 
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Senator Maysank. If these communities can build sewers, water- 
works, and other necessary community facilities, it is your belief, is it 
not, that with the so-called Wherry Act, or FHA Act, as we amended, 
private builders will be such that you will be able to go in there and 
get the needed housing job done. A great number of “people came to 
see me about the whole problem and told me a lot of people were 
willing and able to build houses, but there were not any sewers, water, 
and other facilities there. 

Mr. Fotry. Where the facilities do not exist, you cannot put up 
houses on which lenders would be willing to lend. 

Senator ELtenper. How do you go about determining who should 
have these facilities, and under what conditions are they built ? 

Mr. Fotry. Well, the act itself sets up restrictive conditions, Sen- 
ator. Wew " have to determine through the various types of surveys 
for which we are asking administrative funds in this bill, the whole 
state of r iv with regard to the existence or lack of the community 
facilities necessary for housing, and we will have to determine whether 
or not the communities themselves can or cannot supply them—and if 
they can, we cannot—and then there are various means in the bill: 
loans, grants, and so on. 

Senator Ex.ienper. The loans and grants, principally grants, I 
imagine. 

Senator Maynank. To public bodies; are they not? 


STATUTORY RESPONSIBILITY 


Mr. Foiry. Yes, sir—but to finish the point, because I think this 
committee should realize in the midst of the many things you are 
having to consider in these crowded days, and it may escape unless 
I call attention to it—we have also used every authority in our power 
to try to get defense housing built in these critical areas. The pro- 
visions of the public law which we are discussing, we pointed “an to 
the Congress last January in our best judgment would be necessary 
to get the housing. At that time we pointed out that these needs were 
then arising, and they have been increasing for all of the time since. 
It is only now that we will have some of ‘these nec essary powers to 
use, but we will not have all of them until this further appropriation 
action by the Congress. In the meantime the need has grown more 
and more intense and the pile-up of the areas in which it will be intense 
is upon us during the ¢ aie year. 

So that unable as we presently are, because of lack of funds and 
lack of staff, to make all of the detailed surveys, we find ourselves in 
the light of the position taken by the House to have been debarred by 
a lack of authority and appropriations to gain the information that 
the House report seems to require as a prerequisite to giving us the 
funds with which to do it. 

So we are in a very difficult situation which may be of the utmost 
importance to the success of the mobilization program, and I want 
to make that as clear as I can to the committee. 

I will be glad to have any detailed questions. 

Senator Maypnank. If I may say one more word, the purpose of the 
law was to provide the necessary facilities—to have sewers, and drains, 
and water works in communities owned by public bodies, the cost of 
which would be paid back eventually at the charge of the water rates, 


90549 51— on 
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and so forth, so the Government would not have to build a town : 
wonder that private people could go in under the Wherry Act or 

lk HA and construct these houses in these communities. In'm: uy, if 

in most cases, the local communities are not able to finance these fa 
ties, because of the State law with respect to the local debt limit. 1] 

is the interest that the Congress had in the problem. After son 
days of hearings, the B: inking and Currency Committee, Republic 

as well as Democrats, after a personal inspection and hearing at 
Savannah River plant site, voted for what is now Public Law 139 

The Senate voted for it and the House likewise. Now that it co: 
to the appropriation; the House, in effect, wants to put it off. 1 
in the meantime, Senator, employment—I apologize for talking alx 
home, but what applies at home applies in New Mexico and Idaho « 
many States in the Union—employment has gone from 4,000 w! 
we were there, to approximately 12,500, and it will likely be at a le 
of 37,000 before we will have another chance to appropriate nv 
money. 

I want to insert right here in the record, if I may, Mr. Chairma 
certain communications and estimates regarding expansion of wat 
facilities to serve the rapidly growing population of North Augu-' 
S.C. These reports and estimates were prepared for the mayor a: 
town council of the town of North Augusta by the engineering firm of 
Patchen & Zimmerman. In view of the fact that the Atomic Energy 
Commission is soon to build a plant near North Augusta, the need | 
expansion of their water facilities is very urgent. 

Chairman McKetxiar. That material will be inserted in the reco: 
at this point. 

(The engineering reports and estimates referred to are as follow- 

OcToBeR 12, 19 
Mayor AND Town CounciL, Town or Norto AvGusta, 
Vorth Augusta, 8.C. 

GENTLEMEN: We have prepared at your request and submit herewith a b 
system of trunk sewers for the collection and disposal of sanitary sewage w 
the expanded corporate limits as shown on sheet 1-A. 

The existing sanitary sewage system within the former corporate limits 
adequate both from the standpoint of collection and ultimate disposal 

Federal activity in the area with resultant present and potential future 
in the immediate vicinity has necessitated expansion of the corporate lin 
include these areas. 

Extension of water facilities servicing these areas require extensive 
sewerage systems to remove the waste waters in such a manner as to safe: 
the hoalth of the entire community. 

Attached is a print of a population forecast for the expanded corporat: 
prepared in May 1951. Concentrated populations as so forecast will um 
tionably in the near future bring pressure from both the State of Georg 
the State of South Carolina for construction of sewage treatment plants 
viding a minimum of primary treatment for both the city of Augusta and th: 
of North Augusta. 

We have therefore prepared an estimate of cost of sewage treatment fa 
consisting of primary treatment and basic trunk sewers to serve the entir 
panded area as summarized on sheet 2-A and itemized on sheets 3—A, 4-A 


and 6-A 
We strongly recommend in the interest of the health, welfare, and safet 
the population of Greater North Augusta that every effort be made by the 
to properly serve these recently annexed areas with satisfactory sani! 
facilities. 
Very truly yours, 
PATCHEN & ZIMMERMAN, ENGINEERS 
J, J. Evans, 
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ESTIMATED Cost oF OveR-ALL TRUNK SEWERAGE SYSTEM, INCLUDING SEWAGI 
‘TREATMENT 


Sewers adequate for population estimated for 50 years in the future (27,000) 
Sewage treatment plant adequate for population estimated for 25 years in the 
future (2MGD), primary treatment only. 


West trunk sewer 

East trunk sewer 
Outfall sewer 

Sewage treatment plant 


Total project cost 
Nortu Avucusta. 8. C 


Preliminary cost estimate, east trunk sewer 
Descriptior Quantity 


8-inch sewer, 0 to 6 feet 
8-inch sewer, 6 to 12 feet 
10-int h sewer, 0 to 6 feet 
10-inch sewer, 
15-inch sewer, 
15-inch sewer, 6 to 12 fe 
15-inch sewer, 12 to 20 
18-inch sewer, 0 to 6 feet 
18-inch sewe 
IS-inch sewer 
21-inch sewe 
21-inch sewer, 
21-inch sewe 
6-inch cast 
Pump statior 
Standard m 
Manhole castings 

rotal construct 
Plus 15 percent engine 


Easements 


Total project ct 


Preliminary cost estimate, sewage-treatment plant 


livesters, 30,000 cubic feet, at | Outside piping and drains $8, 000 
W) cents _ $27, 000 | Electrical_- 7, 000 
Covers _ 15,000) Painting 1, 0OO 
Heating ; 5, 000 | Sludge drying beds 34, JOO 
Pumps : J 2,000 | Roads and walks 2, OOO 
ping 3, 000 | Clearing and grubbing 1, 000 
ntrol building 41,500 | Grading and seeding 1, O00 
iminutors 6, 000 | Land 6 acres and site prepara- 
Main building, 30,000 cubic Geeeadwie 22, 000 
feet, at 75 cents . 22,000 : 
Laboratory equipment —o | et Total construction cost_ 193, 500 
Chlorinating equipment : 5, 000 | Plus 15 percent engineering and 
Sedimentation tanks a 13, 000 contingencies 29, 025 
Mechanism a a 8, 000 a 
Chlorine container tanks___-- , a 000 | 222, 525 





Total project cost . 222. 525 
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Preliminary cost estimate, outfall sewer 


nn a eidincaienioe ; 
Item Description | Quantity Unit cost 


1 | 36-inch sewer 6 to 12 {oot | 1, 400 $15 | 
2 | Standard man holes 32 18 

+ | Man hole castings 

4 River discharge 


Total construction cost 
Plus 15 percent engineering and contingencies 


Total project cost 


Preliminary cost estimate, west.trunk sewer 


Item Description Quantity Unit cost 


to 
=) 


48, 000 
5, 650 
1, 660 


aad 


wT inch sewer, 0 to 6 feet 
nch sewer, 6 to 12 feet 
inch sewer, 0 to 6 feet 
inch sewer, 6 to 12 feet 200 
nch sewer, 0 to 6 feet 2, 100 
inch sewer, 6 to 12 feet 1s) 
inch sewer, 12 to WD feet 100 
s-inch sewer, 0 to 6 feet 5, 700 
-inch sewer, 6 to 12 feet 0) 
nch sewer, 12 to D feet 250 
inch sewer, 0 to 6 feet 5, 000 
inch sewer, 6 to 12 feet oO 
18-inch sewer, 12 to 20 feet 200 
21 inch-sewer, 0 to 6 feet 3, 900 
21-inch sewer, 6 to 12 feet 25) 
21-inch sewer, 12 to 20 feet 150 
Standard M. H.'s 1, 400 
M. H. castings 
Pipe support bridging 


oe Se 
otenben 


~~ 


— 
> Rom 


Total construction cost 
Plus 15 percent engineering and contingencies 


Easements L. 8 


Total project cost 


OcroBer 12, 1951 


Mayor ANpD Town CouNcIL, TOWN oF NortTH AUGUSTA, 
North Augusta, 8. C. 


GENTLEMEN: We have prepared at your request and submit herewith a: 
analysis of the basic requirements of the town of North Augusta in constructing 


‘ 


adequate facilities for the collection, purification, storage, and distribution o 
water to serve the greatly expanded needs of a rapidly growing population. 

This problem was first approached from a realistic standpoint in 1950 when 
the engineers were commissioned to make a study and prepare a report on the 
needs of the town for the expansion of their water facilities. This report was 
presented to the mayor and council in October of 1950. Based upon this study 
and the estimates compiled covering facilities which were then deemed ade 
quate for the town's need for the ensuing 20 years the engineers were instructed 
to prepare plans. The estimated cost of this project as given on sheet 1-5 
attached was $346,610. 

Upon the publication of news that the Atomic Energy Commission had decided 
to build a plant nearby a revaluation of capacities was required. The size of 
the pumping and purification facilities was increased in order to handle the 
new impact of population increase. Plans have since been prepared unde! 
advance planning project S. C. 38-P-1019, Housing and Home Finance Agenc) 
Communities Facilities Service. Bids are being requested on this progra! 
which consists of basic production facilities and the distribution facilities 
within the then-existing corporate limit of the town. This project, it is est 
mated, will cost about $521,800 and is shown on sheet 2—-S attached. 

Development in growth and potential developments outside of the 
existing city limits has required further expansion of the limits to better serve 
these adjacent areas of new development. We are submitting for your consi/e! 
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ation a further development in the storage and distribution facilities to. enable 
the town to extend service into recently annexed areas. Esimates for the various 
projecs involved are given on sheet 3-S and the extent and location of the 
various projects are shown on drawing 320-1 attached. The estimated cost of 
this work as recommended will cost the city approximately $627,170 in addition 
to the amount which is to be expended on the project which will be up for 
contract on October 30, 1951. 

We have prepared on sheet 4-S a summary which shows that an additional 
sum of $802,360 in excess to the amounts which the town would have expended 
for projects under a pattern of normal growth will be required for facilities 
to adequately serve the rapidly growing population. 

We strongly recommend in the interest of the health, welfare, and safety of 
the population of Greater North Augusta that every effort be made by the city 
to properly serve these recently annexed areas with satisfactory sanitary 
facilities. 

Very truly yours, 
PATCHEN AND ZIMMERMAN, 
Engineers. 
J. J. Evans. 


\MENDMENTS REQUESTED 


Chairman McKetiar. Are there any further questions, gentlemen ¢ 
If not, we are very much obliged to you, Mr. Foley. 

Mr. Fotey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Additional information furnished is as follows:) 


HOUSING AND Home FINANCE AGENCY—EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS REQUESTED 
ro H. R. S650. roe SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION Act, 1952 


Amendment No. 1: Page 4, line 5, strike out the language “(not exceeding 
$375,000 ).” 

There are several practical objections to this limitation: 

(a) The item relates only to administrative expenses in connection with con- 
struction. Thus, it includes a fiscal year limitation within a no-year appropria- 
tion. Congress commonly and generally recognizes that administrative funds in 
connection with major construction projects should be provided with project 
funds, and not in fiscal year annual budgets. This was the practice throughout 
the World War Il Lanham Act program. 

(ob) The limitation makes available for such administrative expenses only the 
umount needed for the current year. Therefore, in 1953 it would be necessary 
to provide administrative funds by amending the Second Supplemental Appro- 
priation Act for 1952, instead of handling the item in the ordinary way. More- 
ver, if the appropriation is increased to $50 million as recommended, such an 
amendment for 1953 would in effect increase the limitation in the authorizing 
legislation, and would be subject to a point of order. 

(c) Since the limitation is on the source fund, it is doubtful whether any 
ordinary continuing resolution would permit expenses after June 30, 1952. 
Accordingly, the construction program might well be brought to a dead stop if 
the regular appropriation bill is not enacted into law (with suitable language 
mending the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act) before July 1. 

Amendment No. 2: Page 5, line 1, strike out “S$25,000,000" and insert 
“$50,000,000.” ‘ 

This amendment would appropriate the full amount requested for the pro- 
vision of housing through public construction. While surveys of individual 
areas have not been made for lack of funds and staff, 43 critical defense housing 
ireas have already been designated and some 300 more already identified as 
potentially eritical areas. Preliminary indications of potential need in areas al- 
ready designated and other areas involved in plans of the military departments 
add up to many times the total number of units that could be provided even with 
the $50 million requested. The agency is therefore strongly of the view that 
appropriating a lesser amount at this time will result only in unnecessary delay 
in meeting important defense needs. 

Amendment No. 3: Page 5, line 4, strike out the language “(for accounting 
purposes only).”’ 

The proviso affected by this amendment is designed to permit economies 
through the consolidation of operating funds in connection with housing projects 
built under Public Law 139 with similar funds for projects built under previous 
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war and emergency housing programs. The Lanham Act and Public Law 
both authorize the use of rental receipts and other income fer maintenance 
operation, and for establishment of reserves for disj:osition or removal. 

Read in the light of the House hearings (p. 95) the insertion of the ph 
“(for accounting purposes only)” might easily be held to mean that PHA ; 
maintain detailed accounts within the merged funds to be sure that no mo! 
derived from projects built under the new program was spent for a pur 
connected with the old program, or vice versa. So interpreted the phrase w: 
defeat the whole purpose of the proviso, which is precisely to avoid the w: 
load and cost of maintaining such detailed accounts. 

there is no reason for concern about possible use of receipts from the 
program for maintenance on the older projects, since the Lanham program 
returned substantial cash receints to the 'reasury each year and adequat« 
serves are already on hand. The provise is intended to make operating ec 
mies possible, and adds no authority for expenditure of funds in excess of w 
could be spent from the two sources separately 

Amendment No. 4: Page 5, line 11, strike out “$13,155,000” and insert ‘Ss 
230,000," 

While no very accurate estimate of administrative expenses in conne 
with construction can be made at this time, it is necessary to increase the | 
tation contained in title IV of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1{2 
for the Public Housing Administration, since that act puts a limitation o1 
total to be spent for administrative expenses of all kinds. It is believed that 
figure of $375.000 contained in H. R. 5650 would be adequate for a $25 mil 
program. If the appropriation for provision of housing is increased to $50 | 
lion as recommended by the agency, it is recommended that the administrat 
«expense authorization be increased by $500,000 as provided by this amendn« 

Amendment No. 5: Page 5, line 17, strike out “(not exceeding $105,000) 

The reasons for this amendment are the same as those given unde™ am: 
ment No. 1. The figure includes a fiscal-year limitation on administrat 
expenses of construction within a no-year appropriation, and will lead to 
necessary appropriation and accounting problems. It is impossible to set 
realistic limitation on such expenses for the balance of this vear in the 
sence of any firm data as to the number, types, and sizes of projects and thx 
probable construction schedule. 

Amendment No. 6: Page 5, line 18, strike out “$7,500,000" and _ ins« 
“£15.000,000."" 

This amendment would appropriate the full amount requested for necess 
community facilities, instead of half that amount as proposed by the Hous: 
The reasons for this amendment are much the same as those stated w 

amendment No. 2 in connection with housing. Even without detailed lo 
surveys, it is clear that the total needs in areas already faced with critical! 
problems, including Savannah River and Paducah, greatly exceed $15,000.14) 
The Agency therefore strongly recommends that the full amount be made a 
able now, so that the most urgent needs may be met with a minimum of «: 
It is also important to point out that in many localities the ability of pri) 
enterprise to produce needed defense housing (thus avoiding the need 
Federal construction) will depend directly on the availability of Govern 
assistance in the provision of necessary sewer and water and related comm 
facilities 

Amendment No. 7: Page 6, line 9, after the comma insert the language 
cluding necessary administrative expenses in connection with said title.’ 

This amendment requests the restoration of language which would permit 
ministrative expenses in connection with the development of isolated defe! 
sites from the appropriation for this program. 

The House report states: “The committee was advised that approxim 
$30,000 to $35,000 would be required for administrative expenses in conn 
with * * * [development of policies and procedures] * * *. The ¢ 
mittee has required that this sum be provided from funds herein or heret 
appropriated to the Office of the Administrator * * * ete.” 

While the funds provided in the House bill are not adequate to permit th 
sorption even of a small amount, the comment quoted overlooks a much mor 
portant consideration. The principal purpose of the language is to permit pm 
action by the Agency when a title IV project is found necessary by the Presi 
Obviously no valid estimate can be made of the administrative expenses of 
a project at this time, since there has been no previous experience and th: 
no way of knowing how large the project might be or where it might be lo 
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it is clear, however, that such costs would be much greater than $30,000-$35,000 
on an annual basis, and quite impossible to provide from current funds without 
violating the Antideficiency Act. 

\ny project undertaken under title [IV would undoubtedly be connected with 
a defense activity of the highest priority. The ability to act promptly is there- 
fore essential to the success of the new title. If it is necessary to formulate 
and present a supplemental appropriation estimate before work can be under 
taken, a very serious delay would be inevitable. Moreover, it is obvious that 
the delay and publicity in connection with hearings and debate on such an item 
would tend to defeat one major purpose of title IV, which is to prevent or mini- 

ize land speculation. 

It is the opinion of the Agency that the omission of this authorizing language 
makes it very doubtful whether title IV could be made effective for the purposes 
the Congress had in mind in enacting the title in Publie Law 139. 

Amendment No. 8: Page 6, line 9¢strike out “$5,000,000” and insert “S10,000,000— 

This amendment would appropriate to the revolving fund in the Treasury the 
full amount authorized in tile IV of Public Law 139, instead of half that amount 

s proposed by the House. 

It cannot be denied that $5 million might prove sufficient for the first project 
or projects undertaken under title IV, since there is no way of knowing what 
isolated area may first become necessary for development under the new title, 
or whether the first project will be large or small. By the same token, however, 
there is no way to be sure at this time that the first project or projects may not 
be large enough to need the support of the full amount authorized in the basic 
egislation. Since the funds will stay in the Treasury at no cost to the Gov- 
ernment until actually needed for approved projects, it appears to the Agency 
that the businesslike procedure is to establish the fund initially in the full amount 
authorized by Congress in Public Law 139. 

Amendment No. 9: Page 6, line 19, strike out “$603,000” and insert “$1,340,000.” 

This amendment would restore the estimate for administrative funds neces 
sary to make surveys of locality needs and for financial analysis of the ability 
of local communities to meet all or part of the cost of necessary community 
facilities. ; 

Throughout the hearings and debate on these estimates, emphasis has been 
placed on the importance of reliable data showing the needs of each critical area, 
is a basis for a detailed program to meet the needs at minimum Federal cost. 
Yet the funds for this purpose were reduced in the House bill by 55 percent, to 

amount entirely inadequate to produce the results desired by the Congress. 

The committee report states (p. 15): “In effecting this substantial reduc- 
tion * * * the committee wishes to point out that sizable funds have been 
appropriated for administrative expenses to the Administrator and offices under 
his jurisdiction for what might be termed ‘regular activities’.” While this 
statement is true, it overlooks the fact that in appropriating such amounts the 
Congress reduced the requests of the Agency by more than one-third, with the 
result that—far from having funds and personnel available to absorb the work- 
load under Public Law 139—the Agency has been compelled to make substantial 
reductions in employment in connection with regular activities. 

rhe further statement in the House report that the committee has allowed 
11S of the 264 positions requested for the office of the Administrator is in error, 
and apparently results from a mjsunderstanding of the actual budgetary position. 
Far from permitting an increase of 118 in the office of the Administrator, it is 
extremely doubtful whether any additional employment would be possible under 
the House figure. As was explained by Agency representatives at the hearings, 
present employment would have to be reduced very substantially should the 
Congress not make additional funds available. While the House figure may be 
sufficient to avoid such a reduction in staff now actually employed, it would not 
ermit any employment of people urgently needed for the growing task of survey- 
ng defense housing and community facilities needs in critical or potentially 
critical areas. 

Amendment No. 10: Page 6, line 24, strike out “$3,397,500” and insert 
£3.510,000." 

This amendment would increase the administrative-expense limitation of the 
Federal National Mortgage Association for fiscal year 1952 by $450,000, in place 
of the lesser amount proposed by the House. 

The amount requested would be spent from income of the Association, and is 
needed to handle increased workload resulting from the advance commitment 

thorization in Public Law 139 and from changes in the mortgage market. 


’ 
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The funds are urgently needed now, since the advance commitment authority 
expires on December 21. Lack of staff will result in a less effective job, back 
logs, and inadequate service to the. public, resulting in delays in financing privat 
defense housing, and unnecessary financial risks for the Government due 
lack of staff for processing purchases and for auditing and supervising servicing 
institutions. A further supplemental authorization some time next spring wou) 
have little value for correcting these conditions this year. 

Amendment No. 11: Page 7, line 6, strike out “$212,250” and insert “$267,250.” 

This amendment would increase the administrative-expense authorization in 
connection with prefabricated-housing loans by $110,000, instead of by $55,000 
as proposed by the House. 

The loans made in connection with prefabricated housing under section 102 
of the Housing Act of 1948, as amended, are in many cases difficult and complex 
loans with unusual elements of risk. There are at present some $35 million j 
loan commitments outstanding, and Public haw 139 authorizes an additiong 
515 million in loans for the purposes of title V of the new act. 

In the opinion of the Agency, this is the kind of operation in which an inad 
quacy in administrative staff, although it may yield a minor saving in adminis- 
trative expenses, may jeopardize Government funds amounting to many times 
the saving. Indeed, the losses on a single loan may be as much as the entir 
administrative budget for the program over a period of several years. Wohi 
there are, of course, many other factors involved, inadequate attention at critica 
points certainly increases the danger of loss. 

Comparisons between the number of positions requested in connection with 
the new lending authorization and present staff are misleading. It must lx 
remembered that substantially all the loans under the present program were 
originated by RFC prior to the transfer of the activity to the Housing Agency 
Under the new authorization, of course, the loans must be originated and made, 
as well as serviced, by this Agency. 

Amendment No. 12: Page 7, line 17, strike out “$38,250” and insert “$51,000 

See amendment No, 13, below 

Amendment No. 13: Page 7, line 19, strike out “$25,175,000” and _ insert 
“£05 SO0.000." 

These two amendments would restore the budget estimates for administrati 
and nonadministrative expenses of the Federal Housing Administration to handle 
increased workload resulting from enactment of Public Law 139, instead of the 
amounts proposed by the House, which are 25 percent below the budget estimates 

The FHA estimates are based on careful application of actual productior 
ratios and experience factors to the estimated workload. The volume anti 
pated in connection with the Wherry Act (National Housing Act, title VILL) w 
developed in close cooperation with the Department of Defense and the Atomi 
Commission. The workload estimated under title LX is based on the 
best available information as to the private defense housing to be produced under 
the new insurance program authorized in Public Law 159. There appears to bk 
no basis, therefore, for a reduction of 25 percent in the amounts requested, 

It should be noted that the $2,551,000 requested to be authorized would be spent 
out of income from fees and premiums estimated at $6,854,000 for the same period 

Amendment No. 14: Page 7, line 20, insert after the words “Provided, That” 
the word “hereafter”. 

This is a purely technical amendment to restore a word presumably eli! 
nated by the House committee as superfluous. While the word “hereafte! 
is probably not strictly necessary in the context, it is believed that it is wort! 
while as a clarification when consider in relation to the authorization languag 
carried annually in the independent offices appropriation acts. 

In the annual act, the FHA language does not individually name the insur- 
ance funds established under each title and section of the National Housing 
Act, but rather authorizes expenses from “* * * the various funds of th 
Federal Housing Administration * * *” ete. 

Insertion of the word “hereafter” as suggested would be helpful in making 
it clear that the general reference quoted above should, in future years, b 
construed as also including the new national defense housing insurance fund 
established by Public Law 139. It would also avoid a doubt that might othe 
wise exist as to the availability of the new fund for necessary administrative 
expenses after June 30, 1952, under any continuing resolution that may b 
necessary if the annual appropriation is not enacted into law prior to the end 
of the fiscal year. 


t 


knergy 
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Derense Hovstne Program 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN D. RICHARDS, COMMISSIONER OF THE 
FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY BUR- 
TON C. BOVARD, GENERAL COUNSEL; LESTER H. THOMPSON, 
COMPTROLLER; ALLAN F. THORNTON, DIRECTOR, RESEARCH AND 
STATISTICS; JOHN D. BURROWS, BUDGET OFFICER, FEDERAL 
HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Chairman McKetxiar. Will you proceed, Mr. Richards? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 1 
am appearing before you today to discuss the supplemental authori- 
zation of $2,551,000 carried in House Document 242 for the current 
fiscal year. These additional expenses of $2,551,000 are to be fi- 
nanced from the estimated $6,854,000 additional fees and premiums 
to be received this year by reason of the new legislation. 

This sup plemental authorization is required solely by reason for 
the Defense Housing and Community Facilities and Services Act, 
1951, which was approved September 1. This act extended and 
broadened the military housing program under title VI1I—that is, 
the so-called Wherry Act—c reated a new title, title IX for defense 
housing, and liberalized existing credit restrictions. The independent 
offices appropriation act for this year makes no provision for the 
expenses resulting from this new legislation. 

Senator Maysank. Of course, that was not legislation when we 
reported the act, just for the record. 


ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND PROGRAM 


Mr. Ricwarps. Of the $2,551,000 requested, $51,000 is for adminis- 
trative expenses. This $51,000 represents the net additional amount 
required, together with the $4,949,000 already authorized, to carry 
on the existing program and the additional activities created by the 
Defense Housing Act, including setting up the new program and the 
increased accounting work in establishing and maintaining the new 
insurance funds of title LX. 

Of the $2,551,000 requested, $2,500,000 is for nonadministrative 
expenses. This $2,500,000 is the net additional amount needed, to- 
gether with the $23,300,000 already authorized, to carry on both 
the new and the existing programs, including the processing of the 
additional insurance applications, compliance inspections, and related 
work resulting from the new legislation. 


HOUSE CUT 


As you know, the House reduced the estimate by 25 percent, allow- 
ing $38,250 for administrative expenses and $1,875,000 for nonadmin- 
istrative expenses. The report of the House Ap propriations Com- 
mittee does not indicate the basis for this reduction. I should like 
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to emphasize the fact that the estimates for military housing a 
housing at atomic energy installations have been carefully worke| 
out after coordination with the Department of Defense and 1¢)), 
Atomic Energy Commission. Likewise, the estimates of applicatio)- 
for defense housing under title [LX were carefully developed on 1}, 
basis of the number of defense dwelling units to be programed by ' 
Housing and Home Finance Administrator. 

I believe the estimate of $2,551,000 is reasonable in the light of ¢ 
new responsibilities Congress has placed on us. Thank you. I 
be happy to answer any questions you may have. 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 

I would like to refer again to the fact that we are asking for t\ 
right. to spend $2,551.000 out of an estimated income from additions 
fees and premiums of $6,854,000. 

Chairman McKeurar. Are there any further questions, gentlemen / 
If not, we are much obliged to you. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 
DereNse COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 


STATEMENTS OF RUFUS MILES, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
DEFENSE, FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY; DEAN SNYDER, CHIEF. 
DEFENSE-COMMUNITY SERVICES; DR. LEONARD 5S. SCHEELE, 
SURGEON GENERAL, UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE: 
DR. W. PALMER DEARING, DEPUTY SURGEON GENERAL, UNITED 
STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE; MAURICE LE BOSQUET, CHIEF, 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES BRANCH, WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 
DR. JOHN W. CRONIN, CHIEF, DIVISION OF HOSPITAL FACILI. 
TIES; M. ALLEN POND, CHIEF, DIVISION OF ENGINEERING RE- 
SOURCES; DR. MARTHA M. ELIOT, CHIEF, CHILDREN’S BUREAU; 
MILDRED ARNOLD, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 
CHILDREN’S BUREAU; AND ROBERT W. BROWN, ASSISTANT 
BUDGET OFFICER, FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


Chairman McKe iar. The House Committee on Appropriations 
in its report. to the House on this bill and with reference to this pa: 
ticular item noted that the first requirement of the law which a loca 
area must meet to be eligible for assistance is to be declared a critica! 
defense housing area, and that no such declaration has been mace 
I offer for the record a certification by Mr. C. E. Wilson, Director of 
Defense Mobilization, of the finding and determination of critica! 
defense housing areas under the Defense Housing and Communit) 
Facilities and Services Act of 1951, appearing in the Federal Registe1 
of October 6, 1951. 
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(The document referred to is as follows :) 
TITLE 32A—NATIONAL DEFENSE, APPENDIX 
CuaprTer I—-Orrice oF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 
[ODM 1] 


ODM 1 FINDING AND DETERMINATION OF CRITICAL DEFENSE HOUSING AREAS UNDER 
THE DEFENSE HOUSING AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES ACT OF 1951 


Upon a review of the construction of new defense plants and installations, and 
the reactivation or expansion of operations of existing defense plants and instal- 
ations, and the in-migration of defense workers or military personnel to carry 
our activities at such plants or installations, and the availability of housing and 
community facilities and services for such defense workers and military per- 
sonnel in each of the areas set forth below, I find that all of the conditions set 
forth in section 101 (b) of the Defense Housing and Community Facilities and 
Services Act of 1951 (Public Law 139, 82d Cong. 1st sess.) exist. 

Accordingly, pursuant to section 101 of the Defense Housing and Community 
Facilities and Services Act of 1951 and by virtue of the authority vested in me 
by paragraph No. 1 of Executive Order No. 10296 of October 2, 1951, I hereby 
determine that each of said areas is a critical defense housing area. 

Cc. BE. Wu SON, 
Director of Defense Mobilization. 
OcToneR 5, 1951. 


List or CriticAL DereENsE HousiNG Areas UNper Pusiic Law 139, 
EIGHTY-SECOND CONGRESS 


(The respective areas include the following-named conimunities and the sur- 
rounding territory within a reasonable or maximum practicable commuting 
distance determined in accordance with regulations CR 2 and CR 3 of the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency from a defense plant or installation located in such 
area and specified in Housing and Home Finance Agency Regulation CR 2 (16 
Fr. R. 3308, April 14, 1951, as amended) or included in a defense activity list 
maintained for the area by the Housing and Home Finance Administrator 
pursuant to Housing and Home Finance Agency Regulation C™t 3 (16 F. R. 3835, 
May 2, 1951, as mended). ) 

Community , Docket No 
(BC, Savannah River installation, South Carolina and Georgia (1 
Padneah, Ky (: 
Arco, Blackfoot, Idaho Falls, Idaho (; 
San Diego and Oceanside, Calif ( 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton, Ohio (S-2 
Solano County, Calif (22) 
Star Lake, N. Y (41) 
Davenport, Lowa, and Rock Island, East Moline, and Moline, Ill . (45) 
Lone Star, Tex = he ERS (48) 
Braboria County, Tex ™)) 
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va ‘sa 78) 
Newport News, Va i (78-A) 
Borger, Tex , 3 . . (97) 
Wichita, Kans_____ : ; (124) 
Colorado Springs, Colo ; (5) 
Camp Cooke-Camp Roberts, Calif (12) and (9%) 
Fort Leonard Wood, Rolla, Mo (14) 
Tooele, Utah (20) 
Las Crnees, N. Mex ; : (32) 
Dovel, Del (42) 
mperial County, Calif (46) 
Hanford-Kennewick-Pasco, Wash (49) 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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Community 
Bremerton, Wash 
Patuxent, 
Valdosta, Ga 
Columbus, Ind_ te 
Camp mies ee N. Cc ‘ 
Sampson * Force Base, a 
Florence itlenn Tex 
Mineral Wells-Weathe rford, Te 
Huntsville, Ala 
Barstow, Calif 
Lancaster, Calif 
Alamagordo, N. Mex 
Bucks County, Pa. 
Indianapolis, Ind 
Sanford, Fla 
Sidney, Nebr —— 
Kingsville, Tex Pes 
Wichita Falls, Tex. - 
Presque Isle-Limestone, Maine 

(Public Law 139, 82d Cong.) 


[F. R. Doe. 51—12160; filed Oct. 5, 1951, 10: 5 
STATUTORY RESPONSIBILITY 


Chairman McKeniar. You may proceed, Mr. Miles. 

Mr. Mites. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, ¢] 
Defense Housing Facilities and Services Act of 1951, Public La 

9, has recently been enacted to aid our defense mobilization progran 
Its purpose is to help local communities which are overburdened by 
defense activities to provide the essentials of community living with- 
out which our defense program would be substantially impeded. 

The importance of essential community facilities to make housi: 
livable needs no emphasis before this committee. I should like 1 
recall your attention, however, to experience during World War II 
when it was clearly shown that recruitment of war workers lagged a1 
employment turn-over rates were extraordinarily high if necessary 
community facilities and services were not available for the work 
ers and their families. 

This new law assigns major operating responsibility for the pro- 
vision of community facilities and services to two agencies; the on 
ing and Home Finance Agency and the Federal Security —. 
The functions assigned to the Federal Security Agency by the law a 
by Executive Order No. 10296 in respect to communities ove wburdet 
ed by defense activity involve the following: Necessary aid in co 
nection with the prov ision of wate r-pur ification plants; sewage-treat 
ment works, including interceptor sewers; refuse disposal facilities: 
hospitals and health centers; day-care facilities; recreation facilities; 
and such services as may be required in respect to such facilities. 


DESIGNATION OF CRITICAL DEFENSE AREAS 


The new law assigns to the President, with the power of delegatio 
the responsibility for designating critical defense areas. This lait 
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responsibility has been delegated by Executive order to the Director 
of the Office of Defense Mobilization, Mr. Charles E. Wilson. Under 
a procedure prescribed by Mr. Wilson, critical defense areas are desig- 
nated by him upon recommendation of the Defense Production Ad- 
ministrator. An Interagency Advisory Committee on Defense Areas, 
consisting of representatives of the Department of Defense, the De- 
partment of Labor, the Housing and Home Finance Agency, under 
the chairmanship of a representative of the Defense Production Ad- 
ministration, recommends areas to be designated as defense areas. 
Such areas are recommended for designation after careful analysis 
of facts and evidence based on field studies which shows that the 
areas comply with the three criteria set forth in the law, namely: 
(1) That there is a new or reactivated Defense Establishment, (2) 
that there is a substantial in-migration, and (3) that there is a 
substantial shortage of housing or community facilities or services. 

A few days ago, on October 8, 10 days after our testimony before the 
House Appropriations Committee, the Director of Defense Mobiliz- 
ation announced the designation of 41 critical areas for purposes of 
Public Law 139. A list of the 41 areas is contained in our formal 
budget justifications before you, and was published in the Federal 
Register under date of October 6. I understand on October 13, 3 more 
reas were added, so that the total is now 44. It should be understood 
that this initial list of areas is only a beginning. Others will be added 
soon, and undoubtedly there will be additions all during the winter 
and spring months as our defense build-up gets into full stride. 

At this point I should like to make very clear that the basic intent of 
the law is that each community shall do everything that it possibly 
can to meet its own problems before any aid is forthcoming from the 
Federal Government. It is our expectation that this intent will be 
followed most carefully in the administration of the law. The initial 
responsibility for planning to meet its own needs will have to be under- 
stood by each community. ‘The funds contained in the estimates be- 
fore you for orants and loans are expected to be used almost entirely, 
if not entirely, to supplement the resources of local communities which 
have done everything that can reasonably be expected of them and 
still find that their need for community facilities exceeds their capacity 
to provide them. 


HEALTH AND HOSPITAL FACILITIES 


It is our definite expectation that most of the money appropriated 
for grants and loans will be used for the sanitary engineering needs, 
and for the hospital and other health needs of the communities. 
Clearly these are of high priority. If the needed housing units in the 
tl critical areas already designated are provided, it will mean that 
the needs for additional water-purification plants and sewage-treat- 
ment works will be substantially beyond the fiscal capacity of these 
overburdened communities to provide. Furthermore, the need for 
additional hospital beds and health centers to take care of the health 
needs of immigrants is clearly beyond the ability of many of these 
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communities to meet. While we have had neither time nor staf! 
make a detailed analysis of the needs of each of the 41 critical arcs 
designated last week by Mr. Wilson, we have enough general hi 
ledge of the situation to warrant the conclusion that we shall hav 
be extremely parsimonious in order to make an appropriation of 
million for grants and loans cover only the most urgent needs of 

11 areas already named and such others as may be added. 

Senator Mayn ink. Have you got a list of those areas / 

Mr. Mires. Yes,sir. Ithink that they were put in the record by 
chairman. 

Although I would not want to give this committee the impres- 
that we have conducted detailed surve ys in these newly designa 
areas, the Public Health Service has, during the last several mon 
in addition to its regular work, made rapid spot appraisals of a nu 
ber of communities overburdened by defense activity, including 
communities which a few days ago appeared on the new list of 
defense areas. They found very real evidence of need beyond 
apparent capacity of the communities to handle. In such areas 
Camp LeJeune, N. C., and Fort Leonard Wood, Mo.—areas stud 
by the Preparedness Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Ser\ 
(‘ommittee—there were serious conditions from a health standpo 
which can apparently only be remedied through some degree of I 
eral aid. And, of course, the extreme burden which will fall 
the communities of South Carolina and Kentucky which are adjac 
to the huge new atomic-energy plants under construction there is, 
doubt, well known to all of you. 


ESTIMATE OF HEALTH NEEDS 


The estimate of health needs resulting directly from defense activity 
in the 25 communities for which we have very preliminary data total: 
$35,000,000. This does not take into account such sums as the lo 
communities may be able to finance in providing the communit) 
facilities. This information, limited as it is, points clearly to | 
conclusion that the health needs in the area now designated as critic: 
defense areas, even without the addition of the many more areas w)) 
are likely to be designated this fall and winter, are sufficient to warrant 
the appropriation of $25,500,000 contained in the estimates wh 
the President sent forward to the Congress. 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Before closing this general statement and turning to questions 
should like to comment on the estimate for salaries and expenses. | 
is our assumption that the Congress wishes to have the appropriations 
to carry out this law so administered that the grant and loan funds 
will go as far as possible in alleviating the excessive burdens and 
strains upon these severely overburdened local communities. If tha 
is the desire of the Congress, then it will be necessary to do a care! 
sifting job with respect to each community and each project. It w 
be necessary to try to help communities find the most inexpensive 
ways of providing the minimum essential community facilities and 
services. It will be necessary to develop the facts upon which we «a! 

“No” politely to many communities which should be able to mai 
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ege somehow to get along without Federal aid. It will be necessary 
to make surveys in each critical defense area which applies to the 
ederal Government for assistance in order to determine the extent 
and character of local needs. We will also need to deal extensively 
with loca}, State, National, and private organizations which are in 
position to aid local communities in adjusting to overcrowding. We 
ill be working closely with the Housing and Home Finance Agency 
t every step of the way. We will have to work closely with the Mili 
tary Establishment in assessing the’ problems of the communities 
mmediately adjacent to reactivated camps and other large military 
stallations. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


The budget estimate which we are presenting for salaries and ex- 
penses of $500,000 represents, it seems to me, the minimum amount 
which is needed to accomplish all of these purposes. 

The request before you represents a sufficient amount of money to 
vet this program under way, but will provide only the most basic 
essentials of community living in the areas of greatest need. I should 
like to emphasize strongly that funds which are appropriated to carry 
out the purposes of Public Law 139 will be used in a manner which 
will provide those facilities which in our judgment are the most 
essential to the successful completion of our defense mobilization 
program. 

This is a brief statement of the manifold problems of community 
facilities and services in defense areas. We shall be glad to endeavor 
to answer any questions which you have about the program covered 
by the estimate which is before you. 

Senator Maynank. I would like to ask if these communities re- 
quested that they be designated as critical defense areas ¢ 

Mr. Mites. What is the question again ? 


CRITICAL DEFENSE AREAS 


Senator Maysank. Did these communities like Indianapolis re- 
quest designation as critical areas, and did the chamber of commerce 
or the municipal authorities, or did anybody apply ? 

Mr. Mires. Mr. Chairman, I believe in 95 percent of the cases a 
responsible local official applied to be designated, but I cannot guar- 
antee that in every single instance that was ‘the case. 

Senator Maysanx. Now, when they are declared a critical defense 
area, that automatically permits rent control; that is the law. 

Mr. Mixes. There are two separate laws, and there are two different 
designations. Now, the designation under Public Law 139 is a sep- 
arate designation from that under the rent-control law, and undoubt- 
edly there will be a good many more areas which are designated as 
critical defense areas for purposes of this law than in the case of the 
Federal rent control. 

Senator Maysank. That is one thing that I hope that there will not 
be many of, because if a community is so badly off that it needs Govern- 
ment help, you ought to have rent control, and that was the under- 
standing. It was the understanding that when you apply, you will 
have rent control, because you cannot have a critical defense area and 
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spend a lot of Government money in there, and have the people take 
advantage of it and keep on skyrocketing rents. I am thinking of the 
subcommittee’s report os Senator Johnson, I think, of the “Armed 
Services Committee, about Fort Leonard Wood and the rents to which 
he referred. I appreciate the situation, but there was complaint about 
the gouging by some landlords and real-estate operators. 

I hope that you gentlemen will not declare any critical defense 
areas unless you automatically put on rent control. 

Chairman McKeuxar. Is there anything further? Any further 
questions ¢ 


DAY-CARE FACILITIES AND SERVICES 


Mr. Mies. I would like to add a comment with respect to day-car 
facilities and services. ‘The House committee report and the House 
committee action would have the effect of eliminating from the ap- 
propriation any funds for day-care facilities and services. 

I would like to point out that it is very desirable for us to be ab|; 
to examine the need for day care, and if it is critical either to use some 
small amounts of funds or to report back to the Congress on the need 
next spring. It seems to me that such a requirement or such a per- 
missive statement would be very desirable. I would like to have Dr. 
Eliot, the Chief of the Children’s Bureau, take a moment to discuss 
the subject of day care. 

Dr. Exzsor. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad to be able to state very 
briefly the policy of the Children’s Bureau with regard to day care 
in connection with this act. It is obvious that the Congress in passing 
the act intended that day care for children of working mothers in 
these critical defense areas should be given some consideration. The 
Children’s Bureau regrets always when a mother of young childre: 
especially, must goto work. It is obvious that it is not the best situa 
tion for those children or for the family. Nevertheless, the fact r 
mains that in the critical situations like World War II or like ow 
present defense situation, that mothers of children will be going to 
work, and it seems extremely important to us that the provision in the 
act as it is defined to provide for day-care centers should be imple 
mented at least to the extent that the Federal Security Administrator 
and the Children’s Bureau should be in a position to make appropriate 
surveys that would give us information with regard to the need f 
day-care centers in these critical areas, to verify the reports of need 
that come in and as those reports show real need, and as the survey 
shows real need, to be able to meet that need as far as it is necessary. 
and in accordance with the provisions of the act itself, the Children’s 
Bureau would of course make certain that all local facilities were ut! 
lized to the fullest extent before Federal funds were used to either 
extend those facilities or to make available new ones. 

We do know that in some of these critical areas there are no day 
care centers for children. In others of the areas the day-care centers 
are inadequate to take care of the needs. We have a series of reports 
now that indicate that there is need, and that the need is increasing. 

I would like to point out that in World War II, in the beginning of 
the World War II period, the need was not very apparent to start 
with, but as the defense activities and the industrialization increased, 
the need for the day centers increased proportionately, and before the 
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peak was reached there was a considerable amount of need for these 
centers. 

The Lanham Act took care of that need. Now, under Public Law 
139, it will be possible to take care of that need. At the present time, 
the information does not show a very great need and that we are ready 
toagree. But we do not want to have the funds that are made avail- 
able to the Federal Security Administrator so restricted that it will 
not be possible to follow as the need increases, to make the surveys that 
Mr. Miles has referred to, and as the need exists to supply the service 
that is required. 

Chairman McKewtiar. Are there any further questions or further 
statements ¢ 

Mr. Mires. The Surgeon General is here, and in view of the fact that 
the vast bulk of this program, so far as the Federal Security Agency 
is concerned, comes in the health field, I would like to have him make 
a few remarks on the urgency of the need. 


WATER AND SEWAGE FACILITIES 


Dr. Scurete. I have no formal statement to make, but I would like 
to emphasize that the things said in these other areas apply to the 
health as well. The requirement for water-purification facilities and 
sewage-treatment facilities in these communities will be very vital to 
their successful operation. We will have many impacts placed on 
many already overburdened hospital facilities in these communities. 
The estimates before you, insofar as they cover hospitals and health 
centers, and intercepter sewers and sewage-treatment plants, in our 
opinion, based on the preliminary look-see that we have had at many 
of these defense-impacted areas, are if anything, a small proportion 
of the total amount that would be needed to bring them up to even a 
reasonable standard. We would therefore urge careful consideration 
of these estimates before you. 

Senator Youne. Does not the Public Health Service make surveys 
of this kind? 


HOSPITAL AND HEALTH FACILITIES 


Dr. Scurete. Yes; with respect to the Hill-Burton hospital con- 
struction program, and in that program we have actually looked, or 
the States have through their State hospital authorities, at the needs 
throughout the States for all types of hospital beds, and hospital re- 
quirements and health-center requirements. 

Of course, here we have an additional requirement on an additional 
problem brought about by something that was not forseen a short time 
back, namely, the influx of additional numbers of people into what 
were more or less thought of as fairly stable areas. That other pro- 
gram is operating, we think, quite successfully, although at a con- 
siderably lower level at the present time than the Congress appar- 
ently intended when it raised the authorization a short time back 
to $150,000,000, 

It is going through on the basis of a lower level this year. So that 
this is a supplemental problem, and there is the additional problem 
that many of these communities will be unable to meet the matching 
requirements under the Hill-Burton Act, because there will be some- 
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thing which will not be supported by stable community structures 
as the sort of boom-type communities come along. 

We are in a very favorable position in the field of hospital 
health-center needs, and in the field of water purification and sewag 
treatment needs, because we have a very wonderful working relatio 
ship with the State agencies. The State agencies are thoroughly 
miliar with their problems, and in twenty-five-odd areas where yw: 
have been trying to get a first view of some of the defense impact. 
small surveys have been done jointly by the State health departny 
and the State hospital authorities and the Public Health Service. 
ve have what is a pretty-well-agreed-to concept of impact. 

nator Ecron. Do you make a survey of these communities, Docto 
before the health authorities in those communities request you to, 
make application to your agency ¢ 

Dr. Scurete. In the case of the Hill-Burton hospits al construct 
program, the law provided for the appointment of a State hospit 
authority, and those of course were appointed some four-odd years 
when the act came into force. Those agencies undertook State-\ 
surveys. 

In the case of the defense impacted communities, we have bee 
working with the States now for a good many decades, and we h 
what we think is a very wonderful professional working relationshi 
with State health officials. They have asked us to do these things, a 
many of these things come about almost without anyone know 
quite who asked, for we do not have such a terribly formal relatio 
ship with them that at a certain point one person, seeing something, 
has to be silent until the other one comes along. We have been work 
ing as partners actually in this whole health field. 

There is really no problem in the matter there. 

Senator Ecron. You have a lot of information available to you 
ready, even before these communities are declared defense areas ¢ 


STREAM POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM 


; 


Dr. Scnre te. Yes, sir: we have been concerned. You see many of 
our normal programs are affected by the kind of impact that th 
defense program brings. For example, you are all aware of the strea 
pollution control program which Congress set up a short time ago. 
Well, as a result of that stream pollution control program we |i 
been very concerned with what may be happening with referenc 
community pollution of waters by sewage, and the pollution w! 
industry mig..t be making on our Nation’s streams, and in our va 
river basins. 

Again, under that act, we have been in the process of taking « 
intimate view of every river basin in the country, and every majo! 
river basin. This again has been a cooperative State-Federal ente: 
prise, and we are therefore concerned when the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission—and the States are concerned because they are on the recei\ 
ing end of any pollution of the streams—when new industry comes 
along which carries with it the potential of polluting. Likewise 
when word comes to us that the Savannah River area is going to hav 
an increase in population of 50,000 or 60,000 people, we are concerned 
on whether or not there is going to be a pollution ioe if raw 
sewage from that community is poured into the Savannah River and 
some of the tributaries. 
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So looking at this sort of thing, and looking a bit ahead, when pos- 
sible, is part of our traditional working relationship with the States. 

They use and occasionally we have a type of consultant they do not 
have, so they call on us for assistance. 


SURVEYS NEEDED 


Mr. Mires. I would like to add, Senator, that this job places a sub 
stantial additional burden in the way of surveys on the entire agency, 
including the Public Health Service, particularly. We do not have 
now anywhere nearly enough information upon which to make a deter 
mination of the extent and character of the need in each of these 
defense communities that have been named. 

Dr. Scurere. I would like to reemphasize, lest I gave an impression 
that we have a great deal of information, detailed information, this 
has been a sample, and the data would not be adequate at all on which 
to base an ultimate decision on the extent of the assistance that should 
be given should Congress see fit to implement Public Law 139. We 
would have to have a great deal more studying of the problem. 

Senator Ecron. What I mean is that you have enough information 
available to you now, so that you could pretty near know where addi- 
tional facilities would have to be taken care of if there were defense 
areas in that community. 

Dr. SCHEELE. That is correct, sir, short of some of the fiscal things, 
whether or not the community can finance it, and that sort of thing 
would have to be worked out as a last-minute discussion, and decision 
made on the part of the several Federal agencies in relation to a par 
ticular community, and whether or not they could finance their own 
refuse disposal plant and their own sewage plant. 

Senator Ecron. Well, how do you determine what communities are 
able to do it and what are not. Could not any community do it if they 
just had to, to make compliance with the regulations / 

Dr. Scurete. Mr. Miles, I think that that falls more within your 
range. 

Mr. Mixes. Senator, the way in which we handle that is this: The 
Housing and Home Finance Agency is in position to make these sur- 
veys of local fiscal capacity. I believe they just appeared before you 
here. They will do the bulk of the job of analyzing the local fiseal 
capacity in terms of how heavy their debt is and how heavy their tax 
structure is, and soon. We actually have in this estimate an amount 
of $50,000 for transfer to Housing and Home Finance Agency, or some 
such amount, to help gather the essential information upon which to 
judge whether or not a local community can bear any additional finan- 
cal load. If it is a self-liquidating project, then possibly a loan can 
be made, rather than a grant, if it is feasible to do so; but if the com- 
munity is up to its debt limit and up to the maximum reasonable tax 
limit, then a grant would be made instead of a loan. 

Dr. Scnrete. I would like to add something on the philosophical 
sile, and maybe I should not, as a physician, but what is proposed 
here at these levels of expenditure is a very small program to a rela- 
tively few communities, and this is not a big wide open Nation-wide 
program in which a large number of communities would participate. 
It will only be those having the most urgent requirements. Communi- 
ties having the greatest defense impact, by and large are quite rural 
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areas. They are not the big cities, and they tend to be very often ; 
few small towns in the neighborhood of a military cantonment are: 
which is going to expand tremendously and bring in many new fan 
lies and that sort of thing. They are not communities that have a big 
backlog of taxable property. To be sure, there will be some benefits 
accruing to these communities as time goes on, in the way of increased 
business, but we are dealing here with the fact that they have to have 
water just as soon as possible, when they arrive. 

I think that one has to see this thing at least as we see it as we have 
looked around the country, that this is only a high-light sort of thing 
and there are only a few communities where the impact is really major. 
When we talk in the health field, for example, at the level of $21. 
000,000 it does not really go very far in terms of building tremendois 
numbers of refuse disposal plants or additions to existing plants. So 
I am sure that anyone who has misgivings about overextension of this 
to communities that maybe could afford to finance their own opera- 
tions, even without loans, need have no such fear because this will be 
only into those relatively few communities that cannot take care of 
the problem. 

Chairman McKetuar. Are there any further questions? 

We are very much obliged to you. 

Mr. Mires. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKettar. Senator Schoeppel, we are glad to have you 
here. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT 


Bureau or RecLaMATION 
CONSTRUCTION OF DAMS 


STATEMENT OF HON. ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Senator Scuorprer. Senator McKellar and gentleman of the com- 
mittee, I do not have a formal statement here. You will recall on 
September 6 my colleague, Senator Carlson, and myself appeared 
before this committee with reference to reclamation. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


I just want to say that Senator Carlson and I appeared before you 
at that time in furtherance of the Kirwin project, the Webster, the 
Lovewell, and the Wilson and Glen Elder, involving a request for 
$5,000,000. 

This committee in its judgment and wisdom on the first supple- 
mental, as I understand, and I hope I am correct in the demarcat ing 
of these, did not see fit to allow or recommend in the measure the 
clusion of these four reclamation projects. You will recall that it 
was the Bureau of Reclamation that made an initial reanest of $1). 
000,000, and the Bureau of the Budget recommended $5,000,000. They 
recommended $3,200,000 for the Kirwin project, and $1.800,000 for 
certain other reservoirs on the South Solomon and Saline Rivers, and 
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those reservoirs were, of course, the Lovewell, the Webster, the Wil- 
son, and the Glen Elder. 

Senator O’Manoney. On what streams are those ¢ 

Senator Scuoerre.. Those were on the Solomon and Saline Rivers, 

Senator O’Manonery. And the others in what stream ¢ 

Senator Scuorrrer. They are all on those two streams, as they 
come in and form the Solomon or the Saline as it moves into the 
Smoke and then on into the Kaw, the streams that have given us 
or have contributed and have really given us in our State in that 
northern end of the State that terrible destruction that followed. 

Now, frankly, I understand that there has been some difference of 
opinion develop between the Army engineers and the Reclamation 
Department. I have respect for those differences of opinion. I want 
to be very frank with you, gentlemen, and I would feel that I cer- 
tainly would be remiss on my part if I did not again point out that on 
the Solomon and on the Saline, those two streams contributed between 
23 and 28 percent of this volume of water that moved on into the 
Kaw, that has caused all of this damage down the line. 

I mention that because it shows, and certainly it means to me, and 
I am not an engineer, that if we do not get some development on 
these streams under way, it is going to leave us wide open again for 
something terrible in the event that we have a climatic condition again 
repeating itself, and God forbid in anything like the volume and the 
destructive efforts that we have just witnessed here in July last. 

I want to be candid about this situation, and I want to say that 
t} -re is not a Member of the Congress here from Kansas, and I know 
whereof I speak, that is not grateful and eternally grateful to you 
gentlemen for the consideration you have given. 

Senator O’Manonry. The July flood, Senator, was the worst you 
have ever had. 

Senator Scuorrren. That was the granddaddy of them all. 

Senator O’Manoney. But you have had them frequently in the 
past. 

Senator Scnorrret. On the Solomon and the Saline. Now, there 
is a distinction here, and I want to point it out to you members of 
the committee. Here are these four projects; they are reclamation 
projects. They are primarily flood control and irrigation, and no 
power is involved. 

Now, Tuttle Creek looks like, as the distinguished chairman has 
pointed out, it is in trouble in the conference. That also entails 
Toronto, which looks like there is trouble ahead for that. 

Now, if that goes by the board, it will mean that from a stand- 
point of my State, we will not have a single thing that is under con- 
struction that would help alleviate in any particular this picture. 
That is the reason why I am here today, hopeful that on this present 
measure, as it pertains to the Interior Department, and as it ties 
into the Reclamation Department, that we might get some consider- 
ation on the Kirwin project. 

Now, the Kirwin project in here has been on the boards and con- 
sidered here for around 11 years. It is the furthest advanced, by 
far, and it is one of the projects that construction could go ahead on. 
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REQUESTED AMENDMENT 


I would like to see this present bill that you are considering, a 
of course this one bill has not been reported out, and I understa: 
that you are considering H. R. 5650, 1 would like to have on ile 
4, between lines 5 and 6, the folowing language inserted : 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Construction and rehabilitation: For an additional amount for constructior 
and rehabilitation, $5,000,000, to remain available until expended, and to be 
expended in accordance with recommendations contained in Senate Docun« 
No. 67, Eighty-second Congress. 

Kirwin is a project which would contribute materially to some 
thing that would be a deterrent to these flood conditions up there. 

That is my story and I am going to burden the record with what 
has transpired up there. It is our hope that we can get something 
at this session, and I want to say in closing that I am not unmindfu! 
of how long and laboriously you gentlemen have labored on these 
things, and I know some of the difficulties that you have gone into, 
and it is more than an ordinary consolation. It is nice for us to 
know that from this Senate side we had an understanding group who 
felt that something should be done and that I am hopeful that maybe 
before the conference finally finishes that some of those who honestly 
have some differences of opinion on that view might recant. Thank 
you so much. 


MILITARY PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 
DepartMEN?’ or Tue Arr Force 
LACKLAND AIR FORCE BASE, TEX. 


STATEMENT OF ORVAL A. SLATER, OPERATOR OF THE SLATER- 
WHITE CLEANING & LAUNDRY CO., SAN ANTONIO, TEX. 


CONSTRUCTION OF LAUNDRIES AND DRY-CLEANING PLANTS 


Chairman McKettiar. All right. We will proceed, 

Mr. Siarer. My name is Orville A. Slater, of San Antonio, Tex.. 
and I operate the Slater-White Cleaning & Laundry Co. plant in 
San Antonio, and I am here representing or speaking for the laundry 
and dry-cleaning operators in San Antonio in opposition to the ap 
propriations for construction of laundry and dry-cleaning plant 
Lackland Air Force Base, representing an expenditure of some 
$1,864,000, and indirectly representing the industry at large to speak 
from the experience I gained during World War II from intimate 
association with both military and civilian laundry problems when 
I was in WPB for 3% years. 


PRIVATE FACILITIES AVAILABLE 


Senator O’Manoney. Well, are the facilities there sufficient to do 
the work ? 

Mr. Starter. They are. 

Senator O’Manonry. The private facilities? 
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Mr. Siarer. They are; and I would like to go into that. 

Chairman McKe.iar. At a reasonable price ¢ 

Mr. Starter. At a reasonable price, Senator, comes down to what 
is a question of a reasonable price. 

Chairman McKetzar. I would not want the Government to have to 
pay an enormous price after we had refused, if we do refuse, to build 
these laundries. You have got my sympathies from what I have 
heard of this problem, not building the permanent laundries. 

Mr. Starer. May I call on my experience during the last war to cite 
contrary examples ¢ 

The Air Force, because of the intelligent assistance and cooperation 
of a young lieutenant, when they had that rapid expansion in Miami, 
this young lieutenant went down there and lined up the laundries, 
and they did the job in Miami. They did not have to build a laundry. 
The plants down there took care of them. I know that because 1 was 
in WPB, and I helped engineer the thing. 

The other side of the story is, for example, Sheppard Field, in 
Texas. When Sheppard Field was first developed, the laundries in 
Wichita Falls and in Fort Worth were taking care of the work, but 
the Army wanted to build a plant and so they went ahead and built’ 
the plant. I do not know exactly what it cost, but it was supposed 
to take care of 20,000 men, and probably cost in excess of a million 
dollars. That plant lasted for a while, and it has been declared sur- 
plus, and it folded up. The machinery dissipated and some of it 
found its way down to San Antonio at 10 cents on the dollar. I know 
that, actually. But these plants that were originally doing it for 
Sheppard Field, and the same is true of Brownswood, they built a 
plant down there and when the work was being taken care of. 

But you asked about the question of price. Private industry can 
do this job probably at a cheaper over-all cost when you talk about 
the full facts of costs than the military can. One reason for it is 
that they operate more efficiently and the second reason is that the 
average private operator does not historically and under present exist- 
ing circumstances cannot pay the same prices that they pay under 
civil service. After all is said and done, over half of the dollars 
that we take in in our ordinary commercial operation goes to the 
labor. Well, a woman or a man working in a cleaning plant or a 
laundry can do so much with the best equipment that is available, 
and whether they are working for the Government or working for a 
private individual, he cannot go beyond a certain point. 


UNEMPLOYMENT SITUATION IN DRY-CLEANING PLANTS 


The statement is made that the facilities are not there, and that the 
military plant in San Antonio is crowded. As a matter of fact, the 
military plant in San Antonio at the present time is running under 
capacity, and they are laying off people because they have not got the 
work todo. That is cold facts, and that exists now. 


AMORTIZATION OF FACILITIES 
Senator Evtenper. What have you to say about this statement. I 


raised the same objection with reference to the building of a plant 
at Lake Charles. During World War II Camp Polk was utilized, 
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and local facilities were utilized to take care of all the work at Alex 
andria and Lake Charles. Now, I asked for a little survey of this, 
and this is the statement given to me this morning. It says: 

Based on fiscal-year-1950 averages for Air Force operating costs versus « 
mercial rates within the continental United States for processing Govern: 
property, total costs to construct the proposed facilities will be amortiz 
21 years. 

Mr. Stater. My answer to that is that the bookkeeping just ves 
not make it possible, in my opinion. The bookkeeping, Senator, | 
cannot take these statements; 1 came up from San Antonio last night 
when I understood you were still in session to appear before you and 
make what statements I could. I have not had a chance to read t)\)is 
committee report, and all of the hearings of the House. But I have 
gone through it rather rapidly, and some of the figures I see in there 
just do not make sense to me, as an operator, and I have been in 
the game quite a long time. 


PRIVATE CLEANING OF HOSPITAL LAUNDRY 


Chairman McKetiar. Now, let me ask you another thing. I asked 
the question, Why could it not be done cheaper and better by a pri- 
vate laundry, instead of having a permanent laundry for a long time 
saddled on the Government? This was a hospital case. He said that 
the cleaning of hospital clothes might carry disease. 

Mr. Siarer. That I would like to answer, if I may. 

Chairman McKe war. I am just wondering what you thought about 
that. 

Mr. Starer. That I would like to answer. The cleaning of hospital! 
clothes from an Army base, I do not think would differ materia!|y 
from the cleaning of hospital linens from an ordinary civilian hos 
pital. Some of the major hospitals in the country, the big pu! 
hospital in San Antonio, and the big Catholic hospital in San Anto: 
both have their own laundries, and the other hospitals down there, 
such as Baptist Memorial and the other one, send it to the commervcia! 
laundry. 

It comes down to this: When a piece of linen goes throug! 
ordinary laundering process, it is sterile, and that is a technical fact 
that cannot be disputed. 

Chairman McKetuiar. That occurred to me, that it could be st: 
ized very easily. 

Mr. Stater. It is definitely sterilized, because that stays complet: 
in the pasteurization long enough to do it in the washing, but beyo 
that we go on and iron it and run it through a flat-work ironer, w! 
does not mean anything to you gentlemen, but a sheet or a towe! or 
what have you has to go through the steam-heated thing, and it 
heated to 325 degrees, and stays in there long enough it will kill th 
germs. The commercial laundries are doing it all over the country. 

The thing that puzzles us is this thing developed, and we stun! 
onto it by mere accident, that this was in the appropriation, and 
we had no knowledge of it until just a few weeks ago. We probally 
could have made a case before the House committee if we had had 
a little bit of time to do it. But these people did not come down thiere 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 327 


and survey San Antonio. I question if they made any detailed surveys 
in other places. 

Senator Haypen. We have a commitment from Mr. Finletter who 
said that he would concede perhaps a mistake was being made, and 
he would give it further consideration. My suggestion is that you 
go directly to Secretary Finletter. 
~ Chairman McKe tar. I think that that is a fine suggestion by Sen- 
ator Hayden. 

Senator Haypen. Because he might be able to come back to us and 
say that he spoke too fast. 

Senator KNow.anp. I would like, if I might, to put into the record 
at this point a memorandum which was sent to me by Mr. George 
Shepherd, of San Jose, dealing with the same subject generally. 

Chairman McKe .war. I will put into the record at the same time 
statements by the Department of the Air Force relative to the same 
subject. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT CONCERNING LAUNDRY AND Dry CLEANING SERVICES FOR AMARILLO 
Arr Force Base, TEx. 


. Government property 

(a) Contracts have been let with two commercial establishments in Amarillo, 
Tex. 

(b) Local commercial industry is not interested in or does not have the 
capacity to handle the workload at Amarillo Air Force Base. This staterrent is 
confirmed by the fact that no bids were received upon formal invitation. Current 
contracts were obtained through direct negotiation with existing contructors. 
This type of contract is the most expensive to the Government. 


2, Individual bundle work 

(a) Local industry would not submit bids upon formal invitation. 

(b) Service is obtained through the base exchange concession facilities and by 
individual dealings with commercial establishments. The cost of :ervice 
through these sources is 100 percent greater than costs charged in Air Force 
plants. 

3. General 

(a) Above conditions prevail with a military population of 2.000 persoiinel at 
Amarillo Air Force Base. The authorized program provides for a popula:ion in 
amount of 19,575 military personnel at Amarillo Air Force Base by June 31), 1952. 

(b) The entire area within a radius of 100 miles has been unsuccessfully 
covered in an attempt to obtain necessary service from commercial facili ies, 

(c) The only remaining solutions are to— 

(1) Contraet for necessary service with facilities in Oklahoms. City, 
Okla., a distance of 250 miles one way without regard to cost. 

(2) Negotiate contracts through concessionaires to install on-basu: coin- 
operated domestic washers in airmen’s barracks. 


} Summary 

\dequate commercial facilities are not available at reasonable cost. Th> need 
for an Air Force laundry and dry-cleaning plant at Amarillo Air Force Lase is 
essential when considering economy to the Government and welfare of a.rmen. 


INFORMATION CONCERNING CONSTRUCTION OF LAUNDRY AND Dry CLUANING 
FACILITIES AT LACKLAND Arr Force Base, Fiscat Year 1952 Purtic-WorKs 
PROGRAM 


|. The Department of the Air Force is requesting funds for the consti uction 
of a 20,000-man laundry and dry-cleaning plant at Lackland Air Force Base to 
serve 7 Air Force bases with a population of approximately 79,000 Air Force 
personnel in the San Antonio, Tex., area. 
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2. Determination for the need for this facility is based on the following 
criteria : 

(a) Multishift operation during the expansion period. Operating three shifts. 
this facility can serve, at a maximum, only 60 percent of the total Air Force per 
sonnel programed to utilize this facility. 

(®) Utilization on an area basis. For example, Perrin Air Force Bas 
approximately 200 miles from Lackland Air Force Base. 

(ce) Nonavailability of other Air Force or Government facilities. The Depart 
ment of Army operates a 20,000-man plant at Fort Sam Houston and serves 
approximately 18,000 Army personnel at that station plus Brooks General Hos 
pital. Remaining unused capacity is totally inadequate to meet Air Force 1 
quirements in that area. 

(d) Amortization of initial costs for buildings and equipment within 2.8 years 

(e) Adequate commercial facilities are not available. It must be noted that 
the requested facility will serve a population of approximately 18,000 Air Forc 
personnel outside of the San Antonio metropolitan area. This workload is equa 
to the total one-shift capacity of the proposed facility. Based on three-shift 
operations, the remaining maximum capacity of the proposed facility is capab\ 
of serving approximately 50 percent of the 61,000 Air Force population in tly 
San Antonio metropolitan area, leaving an overflow of 31,000 Air Force personn 
which must rely on complete service from local industry. This study does not 
consider the increasing demand on local laundry and dry-cleaning industry 
resulting from: 

(1) Increased civilian employment at military bases. 

(2) Expansion within the Department of the Army. 

(3) Increased workload generated by dependents of military persoune 
at Air Force bases. 

(4) Impact on civilian economy through increased general employment 

(f) The most economical source of service for Government property. Base 
on fiscal year 1950 data for Air Force world-wide operations and average 
commercial rates within the continental United States, covering comparative 
costs, annual savings in amount of $623,345 will be effected by processing Gov 
ernment property only in the requested facility. 

(g) The most economical source of service for airmen. Based on similar 
data, average annual net out-of-pocket savings in amount of $32.50 will accrue 
to each airman. 

2. The Air Force has programed laundry and dry-cleaning plants only wher 
service cannot be furnished by other Government facilities or when loca 
commercial industry cannot provide the same at reasonable costs. The plant 
at Lackland Air Force Base was programed on this basis. 

The Laundry & Dry Cleaning Association, San Antonio, Texas, is opposed t 
the construction of this facility on the premise that local facilities have unused 
capacities in excess of the military demand in that area. The Department of the 
Air Force has requested a complete survey by local industry to substantiate 
their statements that adequate facilities are available at reasonable cost 

4. The survey is designed to show conclusively whether or not local industry 
does in fact have adequate facilities and will perform the service at a cost 
which will justify paying the additional costs over and above those to co 
struct and operate a Government-owned plant. This survey was to have bee! 
completed and a report submitted on or about September 15, 1951. This report 
has not been received. 

The results of this survey can be made available to the committee if desired 


MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR WILLIAM F. KNoWLAND 


(Transmitted at the request of Mr. George Shepherd, of San Jose) 


The Air Force has requested inclusion in the second supplemental appropria- 
tion bill, 1952, of the sum of $9,987,000 to construct 11 new laundries and 12 new 
dry-cleaning plants at various Air Force bases within the continental United 
States. 

The House adopted the recommendation of its Appropriation Committee, Hous¢ 
Report No. 1110, page 208, reducing these funds by 35 percent, but failed to specify 
how the reduction should be applied to the Air Force program for these new 
plants. However, the House committee did instruct the Air Force to resurvey 
its requirements for laundering and dry-cleaning plants and to make expenditures 
for such purposes only where they are absolutely necessary. 
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One of the new laundering and dry-cleaning plants proposed by the Air Force 
would be located in the State of California at Travis Air Force Base in the 
San Francisco Bay area. The Air Force has requested an appropriation of 
$1,848,000 to construct this plant primarily on the basis, as stated in its justi- 
fication to the House committee (hearings on military public works appropria- 
tions for 1952, pp. 521, 523), that available commercial facilities are inadequate. 

The California dry cleaners and launderers maintain (contrary to what the 
Air Force advised the House committee in its justification) that commercial 
facilities for the rendering of these services to the Travis Air Force Base and 
surrounding area are available and adequate. Mr. George Shepherd, executive 
secretary of the California Laundry Owners’ Association advises that a number 
of communications have been received from launderers and dry cleaners in the 
State of California bitterly opposing this proposal of the Air Force. These 
communications will reach you today or tomorrow. 

Be advised also that similar opposition to Air Force proposals for the construc- 
tion of new laundry plants exist in other areas, including areas served by other 
members of the Senate Appropriations Committee. These areas include the 
State of Louisiana and the State of Arizona. 7 

It seems apparent that the Air Force exceeds permissible hounds when appar- 
ently without a thorough investigation of the local situation or, indeed, any 
investigation whatsoever it concludes that commercial facilities are not adequate 
to handle its requirements for laundering and dry cleaning. Accordingly, it is 
urged that: 

1. The Air Force request for an appropriation in the sum of $1,848,000 for a 
new laundry and dry-cleaning plant at the Travis Air Force Base in California 
be stricken from H. R. 5650, and 

2. That H. R. 5650 be amended to include a provision (the text of which is 
attached) which would deny funds appropriated by the present Congress for the 
construction of Government laundry and dry-cleaning plants unless the Secretary 
of Defense certifies after investigation of the facts that the necessary laundering 
and dry cleaning services are not obtainable from regular commercial sources. 

Such an amendment would merely implement the general policy of Congress 
and the often stated objective of this committee to make maximum use of civilian 
services whenever practicable. Large defense appropriations should not provide 
a vehicle for disruption or ruin of our small businesses. 


LOCATION OF BASE DEPENDENT ON CONSTRUCTION PROPOSAL 


Mr. Starter. The inference that they draw is a little unfair, I think. 
The reason I say that is because sitting up here behind a desk and 
watching a machinery go during the last war, and watching some 
places work successfully just because of intelligent approach to it, and 
watching other places where the military got hard-headed and had to 
have it, while the civilian plants could not get a piece of machinery 
except that which was in existence, but we actually went to the re- 
quirements committee—I did and not somebody else—and begged for 
enough steel and copper and aluminum to build laundry plants that 
were completely dissipated, and they did not have to be built then. 
But now they are gone. 

The laundry-machinery people in the last war made more machinery 
than they made in the previous years—each year during the war. 
They manufactured it for the Government, and it is just dissipated. 

There are some places—and I do not want to leave you under any 
misapprehension—there are some places that you cannot get com- 
mercial facilities because they are in localities where they just do not 
exist, and so they would have to build there. But in these areas where 
the population is such that they can get together, particularly where 
they have persuaded operators to go aad and expand and build, and 
some of these fellows are just going to go broke. 

Chairman McKe rar. Let me ask you about this, and it suggests 
another thought that comes to my mind. With the good roads that 
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we have practically everywhere in the country, 15 or 20 miles woul 
not be too far a distance from a city, and it would be easy enough to 
have a, truck carry it. 

Mr. Siater. The Army by its own statement, or rather the Air Force 
before the House, said 100 miles, and I know that some of the plant; 
in San Antonio during the last war, where they digested the load and 
digested it to the satisfaction of the generals down there, some of those 

»lants had big trailer trucks that went up to Brownsville, before the 
srownsville laundry was built, to help them out, and that is a lot more 
than 15 or 20 miles. 

The Austin Steam Laundry in Austin has expanded on the basis 
of taking care or helping to take care of San Marcus, and that is 9 
matter of some 40 calles, and that means nothing to them. 


Chairman McKetiar. Now, you say that you were not served, 0: 
the laundry people were not served, with any kind of notice. 

Mr. Suarer. May I tell you how we found it out? 

Chairman McKetxar. I would like to know; yes, sir. 


PRIVATE ENTERPRISE DISOOURAGED 


Mr. Starer. There is a chap down there who used to run a little 
cleaning plant, and he sold it out and decided he would try to get a 
concession out at Lackland to run through the PX and start another 
cleaning plant and deal exclusively on military operations. 

He talked to someone he knew out at Lackland, and they said they 
thought it could be arranged, to come to see them, and he went out 
there a few days later. The fellow said, “Well, this is just too late, 
because Congress has already authorized the construction of this 
$1,864,000 laundry here at Lackland.” 

Well, the fellow was a little bit sick. He wanted to build a little 
cleaning plant, and have an exchange service concession, and you 
see a lot of the work is done that way, and even on the bases where 
they have laundries, at Fort Sam Houston where they have a huge 
laundry, they have numerous concessionaires operating through the 
exchange service for two reasons. Fundamentally the military law 
dry has to take it in big volume, and the boys have to stand inspection 
so they like to have it done a little bit better in these smaller places. 
They get the concessions and they do their extra work or their special 
work, and the thing that they are going to wear to an inspection, they 
do it for them and get these concessions from the PX. Some of them 
expanded into pretty big operations. ; 

Randolph Field has one, and Louis Ceryano has been down ther 
for years. They put the heat on him to expand, and he just abo t 
doubled his capacity. Yet this proposal 1S that all of the work from 
Randolph now will go to Lackland to be incorporated into this ope! 
ation of this laundry, if it is built, so Louis, on the strength of the 
military asking him to expand, will be sitting there with a plant 15 
miles out of San Antonio with nothing to put in it. 

Chairman McKettar. All right, sir, we are very much obliged to 
you. Do you have a statement that you want to gos in the record ‘ 
~ Mr. Stirer. I do not have a written one. If you would care to 
have me prepare one, I can do so tomorrow. 

Chairman McKetxar. I think you presented your case very \ 
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(The prepared statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ORVAL A. SLATER 


My name is Orval A. Slater. I operate Slater-White, a cleaning and laundry 
establishment in San Antonio, Tex. 

I am representing, directly, the operators of privately owned cleaning and 
laundry establishments in San Antonio and, indirectly, the entire industry. 

It is my wish to register strong opposition to the appropriation of Federal 
funds for the construction of a governmentally-owned and operated laundry 
and dry-cleaning plant at Lackland Air Force Base, Tex. Further to draw 
attention to the progressive steps toward the strangulation of small business 
and toward complete socialism by the continued construction of military clean- 
ing and laundry plants at locations where ample civilian privately-owned fa- 
cilities are now in operation and are available for satisfying reasonable military 
requirements. 

As one of many directly affected small-business men in San Antonio, I wish 
to point out inaccuracies in statements made and inferences drawn by military 
representatives. 

Because of my close and intimate contact with both military and civilian 
jaundry and dry-cleaning problems during World War II when I served the 
Government in the War Production Board from April 1942 to August 1945, 
and was charged with the responsibility of allocating both new and used com- 
mercial laundry equipment to civilian industry, securing allocation of con- 
trolled materials and components for the manufacture of laundry and dry- 
cleaning equipment for all military requirements I feel I can speak with 
some degree of knowledge on the successes and mistakes in the handling of 
the military laundry and dry-cleaning problems. 

The burden of data and testimony given by Air Force representatives before 
a subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee would lead one to believe 
that careful investigation of existing facilities in and around San Antonio had 
been made. 

On page 525 I find the statement “Commercial laundry facilities in the San 
Antonio metropolitan area are inadequate to absorb the combined workload gen 
erated by the Air Force bases in that area.” How can Air Force representatives 
know this when no survey had been made? 

Commercial pricing data submitted are not prices from the San Antonio area 
yet they are used to show estimated savings which will accrue from the proposed 
plant. 

It is inferred that Fort Sam Houston laundry is operating at capacity, cur- 
rently, yet on the ground investigation shows the contrary to be true. 

“Ground rules and criteria applied to construction of Lackland Air Base” 
points (a), (b), (g) see page 523. 

(a) The claim that the cost of the proposed plant can be amortized in 2.9 years 
from economies effected as compared to commercial prices cannot be supported 
except through military accounting procedures which take into account only 
direct expenses paid for labor, supplies, and normal repairs. This cannot be more 
than 50 percent of the actual governmental costs. Rather than a “profit” the 
operation at quoted price structure for Government property and clothing of 
military personnel will represent a flat loss—but it is buried and cannot be traced 
to an operating statement. 

(b) Proposal to use proposed plant to satisfy Air Force requirements within 
a trucking range of 100 miles completely ignores economies which would result 
in using existing commercial facilities currently operating closer to such de- 
tached bases. Yet such trucking costs are not chargeable to the laundry operation 
in military cost data—it is hidden in another pocket— the transportation pool. 

(g) The question of reasonable cost to the enlisted man necessitates the 
injection of the hidden subsidies afforded the enlisted man through bookkeeping 
methods employed by the military. If commercial prices result in a higher out- 
of-pocket expenditure by the enlisted man—why not frankly admit that the 
military laundry affords an economy only because of the hidden subsidy. This 
subsidy is at the expense of commercial operators of laundry and dry-cleaning 
plants. If a subsidy is to be granted why should it not be spread equitably. 

Reasonable cost on Government property—I say private industry is actually 
more economical, but military bookkeeping does not include all costs, only some 
40 to 50 percent of all elements involved. 
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From the Air Force testimony and criteria it would appear that San Antonio 
operators have been informed of Air Force plans for the proposed plant at Lack 
land and failed to convince the Air Foree of their ability to handle the proposed 
workload. The survey mentioned on page 202 of the subcommittee hearing was 
a result of the National Production Authorities interest in the matter. in Se, 
tember after San Antonio operators had by mere chance learned of the Air Force 
plan to build a laundry and dry-cleaning plant at Lackland. We had no oppo 
tunity to negotiating and proving our position prior to Air Force planning an 
request for appropriations. 

In view of these facts we strongly urge that the committee eliminate all funds 
for the proposed construction of laundry and dry-cleaning facilities at the Lack 
land Air Force Base. 

In view of the fact that the Lackland matter was handled without regard to 
Industrie’s ability to handle the work, and in view of the record of the many 
unnecessary plants built in World War II for military use and later declared 
surplus and dismantled ; in view of the current shortage of critical materials for 
the many types of heavy equipment required by military laundries and the 
extreme shortage of construction materials, as well as the admitted tightening 
of the labor supply, it would appear appropriate for this committee to include in 
this appropriation a directive instructing the military to actually investigat: 
existing facilities by on-the-ground inspections and to afford industry an oppor 
tunity of serving military requirements before proceeding with the planning 
of additional construction of any laundry and cleaning plants. 

I am informed that a proposed amendment has been submitted to the com 
mittee to require a definite finding by the military authorities that adequate 
commercial facilities are not available before constructing any of the laundry 
and dry-cleaning plants provided for by the Congress. 


Senator Eitenper. Is there any doubt in your mind but what the 
cost to the Government, if the commercial people did it, would not be 
much more than if the Government did the work itself ? 

Mr. Scarer. The difference would come into the loading that comes 
from the payment of taxes mostly, and there would be a little bit of 


profit in it for the individual operators, out of which he would pay 


income taxes, but the military figures do not reflect all of the costs, 
and they can operate out of too many pockets, and private operators 
cannot, 

Chairman McKe.uiar. You think that out of experience that you 
have had that you can do it for less money than the Government can 
do it? 

Mr. Starer. We cannot do it on the basis that they report their 
figures, but because they just report three things, as I read their 
reports, the actual cost of the productive labor, which does not take 
into consideration the military personnel that work with it, and the 
overhead of the staffs in Washington that look after it and buy for 
them and everything, and they do report their direct supplies, which 
are bought in big volume of course, and they also report maintenance 
and repair, but they come to you and ask for money to build the plant. 
and it costs money to build plants. There is no depreciation and there 
IS no taxes. 

Chairman McKetnar. I think that you ought to have been notified 
about the matter, at any rate. 

Mr. Siarer. We did not know a thing about it, and this survey that 
they speak of was not engineered by the military; it was engineered b) 
the National Production Authority after I howled to some people I 
had worked with down there during the last war, and asked them what 
was cooking. 

Chairman McKetiar. It may be necessary to build some plants, and 
it may be necessary to build all of the plants, I do not know, but | 
think we ought to know what we are doing before we proceed. 





SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 333 


Mr. Suatrer. All we ask as an industry is that it be given careful 
study before they jump into building something, that is all, because it 
upsets a complete situation where, like in San Antonio, we have taken 
care of the military for years down there, and we know it, and there 
are lots of plants that do nothing but work for the military. 

Senator O’Manoney. You go and talk to the Secretary while you 
are here. 

Mr. Starer. I will be glad to, and I thank you. 

Chairman McKeuxiar. Will you tell us about your problem, Mr. 
Altdoerffer. 


Oumstreap Arr Force Basr, Pa. 
(See also pp. 53 to 60) 


STATEMENT OF FRANK ALTDOERFFER, A RESIDENT OF LANCASTER 
COUNTY, PA. 


LOCATION OF AIR FORCE BASE IN LANCASTER COUNTY, PA. 


Mr. Aurporrrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. I understand that there is a controversy 
between two towns, Mr. Altdoerffer. 

Mr. Aurporrrrer. I am here representing some people in Lancaster 
about the airport in Lancaster, Pa. 

Senator OMauoney. Are you for the airport or against it 

Mr. Aurporrrrer. We are for national defense, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. That is not the question. And I ask you 
because I had a conversation today with a Member of the House from 
Pennsylvania. I got the distinct impression from him that there was 
a controversy and that some citizens in one community were objecting 
to the building of a proposed airfield near Lancaster because it would 
take valuable farm land. Now, on which side of the fence are you? 

Mr. Auroorrrrer. I am for the Air Force in that. 

Senator OManonry. You are for the Air Force / 

Mr. Aurporrrrer. Yes; but Iam from Lancaster County, and I live 
in the county, and I do not live near that town. 

Senator O’Mauonery. I asked the question merely to make it more 
clear, sir. 

HOUSE ACTION 


Mr. Avrporrrrer. The first thing I want to say is that the House, 
after full and complete hearings on the request for the funds for 
Olmstead Air Force Base in the amount of $7,779,000, the committee 
decided not to recommend such funds until the controversy with the 
local interests could be settled. Well, that is what I am here for, to 
try to convey to you gentlemen that this controversy between the 
local interests is not as bad probably as that might indicate, or the 
House committee might indicate. 

Senator O’Manoney. There is a controversy? 

Mr. Atrporrrrer. There is no organized controversy at all, sir. 
There are some people getting up and saying a few things now and 
then, and in this little town there was a little controversy there; they 
called a meeting, but half of the people that went to the meeting said 
if the Air Force needs this, and it is most economical to put this airport 
in this district, why, we are in back of it. 
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Senator O’Manoney. The point is that the House committee w, 
sufficiently impressed by the controversy not to make an appropriat| 
for the matter, for the field; is that not right ? 

Mr. Aurporrrrrr. Well, I presume that that is what was said. 


RESTORATION REQUESTED 


Senator O’Manoney. And you are asking the committee to put t 
money back? 

Mr. Aurporrrrer. We are asking for the restoration of funds. 

Chairman McKetwar. Now, tell us why. 

Senator Ettenper. What is your interest? Are you representing 
some citizens ¢ 

Mr. Aurpvorerrrer. I represent the chamber of commerce and severa| 
other people and organiztions throughout the county. 

The Air Force wants to locate the airport in the most economica! 
ylace that they can in the country, and some proximity to that of 
Middletown, Pa. Now, Middletown is where the Olmstead Field 
now located, and it is probably some 30 miles from the center of La 
caster County. They need a larger field, and the Air Force have sa 
that they do need a larger field, and it is more economical to put it 
this location, and so, therefore, they have decided or felt that the) 
would put it in Lancaster County. 

Now, we, the people of Lancaster County cannot argue with t! 
Air Force, but if they think it is the thing to do, we are for something 
of that type. We do not believe that the controversy is very great 
Lancaster County. There is some, naturally, when you put any Gov 
ernment installation in a county or in a specific place. There is going 
to be some controversy. And now, gentlemen, you just cannot get 
away from that. I know that from experience. 

In Mr. Cleland’s testimony before the House committee, he said 
in a number of cases, of which I have the proceedings here: 

The manufacturers’ association said, assuming the proposed air base is nec 
sary for national defense and that Lancaster County is the best location 
serve the military purpose, the manufacturers’ association, as always, sta 
ready to cooperate in this matter. 

Another line taken from this testimony: ‘ 

They have said that if it is necessary for the military point of view, th 
are willing to cooperate. 

That is the people of Lancaster and the opposition have said that 
Let me pick out a little excerpt here. I will take about 2 minut: 
and then I will get out. Mr. Cleland, who came down and appeared 
before the House, said : 

I am for a strong defense program. I am not against the construction of 
necessary air bases. I am strenuously opposed to locating the air base in a 
location that would be unduly and unnecessarily damaging to property. 

There is some feeling among some of the people that the Air Fore 
should take the public into consideration and place it in a part o! 
Lancaster County where it would do the least damage. Gentleme: 
that is a very hard thing maybe for the air arm of the Government 
to do. They cannot come out and say, “We are going to put it here.” 
and let the people of Lancaster County say that it is O. K. o1 
whether it is not satisfactory to them. They will almost have | 
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decide that for themselves because there we are only laymen, the peo- 
ple of Lancaster County, when it comes to airports and military 
establishments. So therefore we feel that there is not a great con- 
troversy there at all. 


SITE NOT SELECTED 


Senator O’Manonery. Was any site ever selected ¢ 

Mr. Aurporrrrer. No, sir; there has not been any site selected. 

Senator O’Manonry. Is Middletown near Lancaster ¢ 

Mr. Avrporrrrer. It is about 25 to 30 miles away from the center of 
the city, from the outskirts of Lancaster County. 

Senator O’Manonry. Have you any choice as between an area ad- 
jacent to Middletown and an area adjacent to Lancaster ‘ 

Mr. Aurporrrrer. No; I have not, sir. I would not know. 

Senator O’Manoney. But you do not know whether or not the Air 
Force has selected any particular site ¢ 

Mr. Aurporrrrer. They have said in their meetings with the House 
committee that they have not selected any site, and so a couple of these 
little towns or one little town gets excited. 


POPULATION 


Chairman McKetziar. How large are the twotowns! How large is 
Lancaster and how large is Middletown ¢ 

Mr. Aurporrrrer. The population of Lancaster County is 250,000, 
and the population of Lancaster city is 60,000, and the population of 
this one little town was approximately 4,000, I would say. 

Senator O’Manonry. What little town is that ‘ 

Mr. Aurporerrrer. Lipitz. 

Senator O’Manonry. What is the population of Middletown / 

Mr. Auroorrrrer. | would not know, sir. I would judge it is 
maybe 8,000 or 10,000. Iam only guessing that, because I am not sure. 
But it is probably between five and ten thousand, but understand 
Middletown is not in Lancaster. The reason the Air Force has se- 
lected this site is because we have very level land, and we have some 
land there which would not be too expensive, and would be very 
desirable. Only last week we had a number of the farm interests in, 
and we asked them what they thought about it. Well, they said, 
certainly if you are going into some section, you are going to have a 
little difficulty, but there are plenty of sections in Lancaster County 
which probably would not make too much trouble. 

Chairman McKetzar. Allright. Weare very much obliged to you. 

Mr. Aurvorrrrer. The only thing I want to say and try to tell you 
gentlemen is that the controversy is not great; there is a controversy 
as you probably know in every place you do try to put a military 
establishment, there will be a controversy. 


90549 
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OLMSTEAD AIR FORCE BASE, PA. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES D. CLELAND, A RESIDENT OF LANCASTER 
COUNTY, PA. 


LOCATION OF AIR BASE IN LANCASTER COUNTY, PA. 


Mr. CLetanp. My name name is James D. Cleland. Iam a resident 
of Lancaster County, Pa. 

On Friday, September 28, I appeared before the House Appropria 
tions Committee in connection with the establishment of an air base 
in Lancaster County, Pa. 

Senator KNowtanp. For it or against it? 

Mr. Cievanp. As such, I was not opposed to the air base, and I was 
concerned with the location of the base in Lancaster County because 
Lancaster County is one of the richest agricultural areas in the United 
States, and the indication was that the Air Force, who has yet to reveal! 
the location of this base, was going to take some of the most valuable 
farm land in Lancaster County. They had so testified, I believe, be 
fore the Armed Services Committee of the Senate. 


LAND VALUES 


Senator Youne. What is that land selling for? 

Mr. Cievanp. The land is approximately $1,000 an acre in the in 
dicated sites; and my feeling in the matter was such, as a citizen 
and as a Lancaster Countian, that the Air Force in all probability, 
with the counsel of local citizens, could select a site that was more 
suitable for the location of the base. And I appeared and offerred 
testimony in that regard before the House committee; and, as a result 
of my appearing before the committee, the commitee decided the 
Air Force should consult with a committee of local citizens as to 
the location of the base, so that it would have the least impact upon 
the community. 

The transcript of the House record which I have here clearly sets 
forth that a Colonel Dryer, who is head of the Real Estate Procure 
ment Division of the Air Force, agreed to such a course of procedure. 

I immediately returned to my home city and consulted with leaders 
of the community for the formation of a committee that would present 
a single view for the people of Lancaster County. I would not be here 
today except it appears that someone has tried to circumvent the 
action of that committee, of which Mr. Altdoerffer, who proceded 
me, Was a part; and as late as last Friday it was agreed by the people 
in our county that, so as not to confuse the miltary or the legislative 
committees, such as this, that we should reconcile our views in one 
single line, and it was agreed that that could be done, and then consult 
with the Air Force to assist in the locating of this base. 

It is my feeling that the Air Force is denying themselves the counsel 
of loyal Americans who knew the land and the people and the eco! 
omy of Lancaster County far better than anyone who is not a resicent 
of that community. I had believed until this was apparently reu 
stated that we were going to have the opportunity of consulting 
with the proper authorities as to the location of this base. 
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I would like to make it clear that I personally am strongly for 
the defense program, and I do not believe myself qualified to oppose 
the establishment of an air base as such, and I have never taken that 
stand. But I do believe that, if the gentlemen of this committee or 
anyone else were thoroughly acquainted with the type of country 
that the Air Force is suggesting that they will take, they would in- 
deed be alarmed. You must remember that the Air Force has been 
very secretive about this whole problem, and they have not to date 
given any indication at all as to where this base would be located; 
and, therefore, finalized intelligent comment on the matter has re: ally 
been entirely absent, and it is my stand that we are for a program 
that we all hope will be temporary, and I am sure we all realize 
that a program such as this enormous defense program we are under- 
taking should be temporary in nature, or at least as temporary as 
world conditions will permit. 

Senator Knowranp. Did you testify rather fully before the House 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Cre.anp. Yes, sit 

Senator Know.anp. For your information, the House hearings 
are available and a part of this record; so we will have them. 


CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL GROUP 


Mr. Cievanp. I know you have been here for a long day, and I have 
been sitting ounide waiting for an opportunity to ‘testify, and if I 
might suggest to this committee that they look over my somewhat 
lengthy testimony before the House. I believe it is too long to offer 
you tonight at this hour, and I believe that you would share the view 
of the House Appropriations Committee that a local group should be 
onsulted. 

Senator Ecron. Is it not true that the Air Force has looked over a 
lot of locations in Pennsylvania, and not necessarily just Lancaster 
County ? 

Mr. Crevanp. Sir, the testimony in that regard appears to be 
noticeable by its absence, and such information has been completely 
denied the residents of the community. Colonel Dryer, in the testi- 
mony on September 28, says that the site had not been selected, and 
they apparently have flown over and made aerial surve vs of a large 
ea, but there are sites in Pennsylvania that—— 


AGRICULTURAL LAND TO BE ACQUIRED 


Senator E.tenper. How about Lancaster County ? 

Mr. Cietanp. In Laneaster C ounty there are sites that are suitable, 
but the testimony before the House that the ‘vy are going to take some 
of the most valuable farm land in Lancaster C ounty is the thing that 

has disturbed us. 

Senator Eitenprr. You do-not know that. That is rumor. 

Mr. Cietanp. I think it goes beyond rumor when a leader of the 
military so testifies before the Armed Services Committee. and I have 
to suggest that the press is where I got my information in that regard. 

Senator Ecrox. Now, may I ask you if your whole county is level 
terrain ? 
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Mr. Cuieianp. No, sir; like almost any county, there is some that js 
particularly level. On the other hand, unfortunately, that is good 
limestone soil, which technically probably would not “be suitable ~ 
an air base because of the sink holes that come with limestone. Ho. 
ever, I believe that the difference in the cost of land and the acquis si- 
tion of land would be such that ground that was not level could be |vy- 
eled for the difference in cost and could be as suitable in every way as 
the ground that is level, and that the final cost would be approxima ely 
the same. But the loss of farm revenue to Lancaster County woul 
run something like $3,000,000 a year just on the land that would be 
used for this installation if the valuable farm land is taken without 
the losses that would incur with other installations not military that 
would grow up in connection with putting a large air base in Lan- 
caster County. 

We are already an arsenal for democracy, and we have no unemp!0\ 
ment, and we have inadequate school facilities. There are any numbe: 
of arguments, but, as I suggested earlier, if you gentlemen would | 
good enough to look at the House testimony, I believe it would se 
forth my view completely. 

I know you gentlemen want to get to supper, as I do; and I am 
deeply appreciative of the opportunity to appear before you. 

Chairman McKetiar. We are very much obliged to you. 

Mr. CieLanp. Thank you, sir. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES 


Untrep Sratres Crivit. Service Commission 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT RAMSPECK, CHAIRMAN, ACCOMPANIED 


BY L. A. MOYER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AND DAVID F. WIL- 
LIAMS, CHIEF, BUDGET AND FINANCE DIVISION, CIVIL SERVICE 


COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Chairman McKetxiar. Mr. Ramspeck, will you proceed, please. 

Mr. Ramsreck. Mr. Chairman, when I assumed the duties of my 
present position on March 16, 1951, the House committee had already 
heard the representatives of the Commission in regard to an appro- 
priation for fiscal year 1952. Before I had had much opportunity 
to familiarize myself with the problems of the Commission, the hea 
ing was held before the Senate Committee on Appropriations. 1 an 
afraid that in both cases we failed to bring to the committee 
actual understanding regarding the workload of the Commissio! 
which has been so greatly increased since the difficulty develope: 


} 


in Korea. 

At the time of the Korean incident, the appropriation for the Con 
mission for the fiseal year 1951 had already been determined. This 
appropriation was based upon an estimate of some 400,000 placements: 
that is, new appointments and replacements of employees leaving 
the Federal service. Actually, more than a million placements wer 
made in the fiseal year 1951, and we estimate that approximately 





at is 
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for 
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y.illion placements will be made in fiscal year 1952. I feel sure that 
the Congress wants the Commission to have the necessary resources to 
keep current, or as near current as possible, with its responsibilities for 
checking the loyalty of the people who enter the Federal service. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


We cannot do so with the funds which have been given to us for fiscal 
year 1952. Funds are requested in this supplemental estimate for the 
fiscal year 1952 in the amount of $1,700,000, of which the House 
allowed a million dollars for the purpose of processing increased 
workloads under the Federal Employees Loyalty Program, and for 
certain investigative work derived therefrom. 


LOYALTY PROGRAM 


Serious backlogs of work have already accumulated and will con- 
tinue to increase during the fiscal year, creating a condition which in 
the Commission’s opinion is a threat to national security. Under 
Executive Order 9835, which establishes the Federal Employees Loy- 
alty Program, the Civil Service Commission determines whether a 
question of loyalty exists regarding any person entering the executive 
branch of the Federal service. If such a question exists, the Commis- 
sion refers the case to the Federal Bureau of Investigation for a full 
personal investigation. 

Reports of these investigations are then turned over to the Civil 
Service Commission. Acting through its loyalty boards, the Com- 
mission determines whether or not the persons involved are qualified 
for Federal employment from the standpoint of loyalty. 

For persons who are not in the competitive service, those decisions 
are made by agency loyalty boards acting under directives issued by 
the Loyalty Review Board of the Civil Service Commission. 

In general, the amount of work the Commission must do under the 
loyalty program is in proportion to the number of new workers enter- 
ng the Federal service. The expansion in the Federal Government 
during the last fiscal year, which 1s continuing to some degree this fis- 
cal year, has brought about an increase in workload that the Commis- 
sion will not be able to handle with available funds. 

Chairman McKeuxar. May I interrupt you long enough to ask you 
this question ? 

Mr. Ramspreck. Yes, sir. 


FISCAL 1951 AND 1952 APPROPRIATIONS 


Chairman McKeuxiar. That amount did you have last year? 

Mr. Ramspeck. We had $16,500,000 last year, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKextiar. And you asked for what ? 

Mr. Ramsrecx. We asked for $23,000,000 this year and got 
$17,500,000. 


REASON FOR SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST 


Senator ExLenper. This $1,700,000 you are asking for is to augment 
your staff because of these loyalty cases; is it not ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. That is right. 

Chairman McKeuiar. And that was put before the House, and the 
House disallowed it? 





340 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 


Mr. Ramsprck. No, sir; not entirely. 

Chairman McKeu.ar. They allowed you a million dollars. 

Mr. Ramspeck. That is right, and we are asking for the othe: 
ST00,000, 

Chairman McKeuiar. You do not think you can get along with the 
$1,000,000 that the House allowed you 4 

Mr. Ramsreck. Senator, we cannot catch up with this backlog eve 
with $1,700,000, 

Senator Maysnank. When was the law passed ¢ 

Mr. Ramsreck. For the loyalty program ¢ 

Senator Maypank. Yes. You presented this before the indepe 
dent offices; as you said, you had already finished the House hearing: 

Mr. Ramsprrck. That ts right. 

Senator Maysank. When was the law passed. 

Mr. Ramsreckx. The Executive order, not a law, which requires us 
to do this loyalty work, was issued in March 1947. 


TRANSFER OF FBI ACTIVITIES TO COM MISSION 


Senator Know ann. Of course, Mr. Ramspeck, you have also had the 
additional burden under the foreign-aid authorization bill, because 
that formerly the FBI was required to make the clearances; and under 
that new legislation, as I understand it, you people will make the 
clearances hereafter. So, you will have that burden either in additio: 
to what you have or as part of what you are new handling. 

Mr. Wituiams. The foreign-did bill sill still retains a provisio 
whereby the FBI will make investigations. The Senate bill did pro 
vide that the Civil Service Commission would make the investigations, 
but it was changed in conference. 

Senator Maysank. I am surprised, because Mr. Hoover was anxious 
that they get out of that field, and the Senate committee unanimous!) 
agreed. 

Mr. Wriuiams. There is another bill pending, S. 2077, which would 
turn over the bulk of that work to the Commission from the FBI 


NUMBER OF LOYALTY CASES 


Mr. Ramsreck. These are security investigations, Senator. Whiai 
I am talking about right now is htat we entered this fiscal year with a 
carry-over from last year of 430,000 loyalty cases which have not been 
checked. We expect an additional 800,000 cases this year, to make a 
total of 1,200,000. We can only process 670,000 with the money wi 
have been allowed, which will mean we wind up the year with 500,00) 
cases, approximately. 

Senator Evitenper. Is all this checking done before employment 

Mr. Ramsreck. No, sir. 

Senator ELLenper. It is after? 

Mr. Ramsreck. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELttenper. So that during all this backlog the people rema1! 
employed with the Government ¢ 

Mr. Ramspreck. That is right. 

Senator Evtenver. Until you have completed. 

Mr. Ramsreck. Nobody knows whether there is a question of loyal 
involved or not until we can do this check. 
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Senator Know.anp. Do they not get a file check first ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. No, sir; that is what we are talking about. 

Senator Maysank. They testified to that before the Independent 
Offices Committee this year that you had a backlog of a lot of em- 
ployees who had already been employed and not checked. 

Mr. Ramsreck. That is right. You gave us back $1 million that 
the House cut. 


NEW EMPLOYEES 


Senator Extenver. What do you do about new employees / 

Mr. Ramsreck. That is what we are talking about. 

Senator Exrtenper. No, I mean this. You have been asked to in- 
vestigate all employees of the Government. Do you examine new 
people before they are employed ¢ 

Mr. Ramsreck. No, sir; those are the people we are talking about 
now. The FBI examined all of the employees when the loyalty pro- 
gram began. That has been finished. These are new employees who 
come in either to newly created positions or to replace those who 
resign or retire or die. 

Mr. Exvtenver. When they are employed, are they employed on 
probation ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. They are employed subject to this check. 

Senator Mayrnanx. But the check has never been made? 

Mr. Ramsreck. No, sir; we just cannot do it unless we get more 
money. Even with this money we will not get current. 

Senator Maynanx. If you had the money could you get the people / 

Mr. Ramsreck. Yes, sir. We think we can get enough to use this 
money and that is why we are not asking for more. 


Senator Mayganx. That is the reason I asked the question. 
NUMBER OF CASES INVOLVING DISLOYALTY 


Senator Haypen. On a percentage basis, how many disloyal do you 
find ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. We have not found many disloyal. There have 
been about 335 people discharged from the Government or denied em- 
ployment for questionable loyalty. 

Senator ELtenper. Since 1947? 

Mr. Ramsreck. Yes. But we do develop some suitability cases in 
these connections. Some have been removed because of questionable 
records not involved with loyalty. They have a bad arrest record s 
they are not good security risks. 

Senator Haypen. In other words, you examine not only into the 
man’s loyalty but other phases of his qualifications? 

Mr. Ramspreck. That is right. 


LOYALTY INVESTIGATION PROCEDURE 


Chairman McKetuiar. You do what the FBI had been doing before ? 

Mr. Ramsreck. No, sir; this is not what the FBI does, Mr. Chair- 
man. The FBI does not get into the loyalty picture until after this 
work is done. If our check develops a question of loyalty, then the 
FBI makes the investigation. 
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Senator KNow.anp. That was the theory behind the Senate amen! 
ment in the foreign-aid bill. At the request of the FBI, they wanted 
it handled that way, that you people would do the preliminary invest; 
gation, and then only if they found derogatory information would it 
be turned over to the FBI. But the conference apparently left it in 
the hands of the FBI. 

Mr. Ramspeck. Yes, sir. 

Senator Know.anp. Undoubtedly you are going to have this burd: 
put upon you because I know Mr. Hoover sent up a very strong letter 
to the committee that they want this problem turned over to the Civil 
Service Commission. 

Mr. Ramspeck. That is right. We agreed to take it. That is a 
different question. These are cases that are actually in our office that 
we cannot har without additional funds. 

Senator KNowLanp. How much of a backlog do you have? 

Mr. Ramspeck. We had 430,000 at the beginning of this fiscal year, 
and we are falling behind at the rate of 4,000 a month with our present 
resources. We got a cut in our budget from 23 million to 1714. 

Senator Know.anp. It could not make sense to put the responsi- 
bility on the agency and not give them the funds to do the job. The) 
ought to repeal the law. 

Mr. Ramsreck. That is right. 

Senator Knowtanp. We think we have a security program but as 
a matter of fact, we do not. 

Mr. Ramspeck. That is right. 

Senator Maypank. We put $1,000,000 back in independent offices. 
That is all we could. 

Mr. Ramsprcx. That is right, you did. 

Chairman McKetuiar. Mr. Ramspeck, will you insert your full state- 
ment in the record at this point ? 

Mr. Ramspeck. Yes, sir. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 

Funds are requested in this supplemental estimate for the fiscal year 1952 in 
the amount of $1,700,000 for the purpose of processing increased workloads under 
the Federal employees’ loyalty program and for certain investigative work de 
rived therefrom. Serious backlogs of work have already accumulated and will 
continue to increase during the fiscal year creating a condition which in the 
Commission's opinion, is a threat to national security. 

Under Executive Order 9835, which establishes the Federal employees’ 105 
alty program, the Civil Service Commission determines whether a question 
loyalty exists regarding any person entering the executive branch of the Fed 
eral service. If such a question exists, the Commission refers the case to tlie 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for a full personal investigation. Reports of 
these investigations are then furnished to the Civil Service Commission. Act 
ing through its loyalty boards, the Commission determines whether or not t! 
persons involved are qualified for Federal employment from the standpoint of 
loyalty. For persons who are not in the competitive service, those decisions 
made by agency loyalty boards acting under directives issued by the Loy 
Review Poard of the Civil Service Commission. 

In general, the amount of work the Commission must do under the lo) 
program is in proportion to the number of new workers entering the Fede: 
service. The expansion in the Federal Government during the last fiseal y 
and which is continuing to some degree this fiscal year has brought about 
increase in workload that the Commission will not be able to handle with a\ 
able funds. We entered this fiscal year with a carry-over of 430,000 re 
check and inquiry cases from last year. We estimate we will receive an ad 
tional 800,000 cases this fiscal year making a total workload for this item 
over 1,200,000 cases. Funds currently available will permit the processing 
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only 670,000 of these cases, leaving approximately 500,000 cases uncompleted. 
This will mean that there will be about one-half million employees on the job 
in the Federal Government for whom the question of loyalty has not yet been 
decided. In view of world conditions, the Commission does not believe that 
such a backlog of loyalty checks should be permitted. 

The workloads in the adjudicative phases of the loyalty program as handled 
through the regional loyalty boards and the Loyalty Review Board are deriva- 
tives of the processing of record check and inquiry cases. The funds requested 
for this work is, therefore, in proportion to the increased number of. record 
check and inquiries to be processed. 

Funds are also being requested in this supplemental estimate to cover personal 
investigations on serious matters of suitability. These cases originate through 
the processing of a record check and inquiry case under the loyalty program, 
When a record check or inquiry develops a serious question as to suitability 
(other than loyalty), a personal investigation is conducted by the Commission. 
These investigations are only conducted in cases where the derogatory informa- 
tion is of such a serious nature that, if established by investigation, it would 
require the separation of the employee. Conversions to personal investigations 
are based upon serious adverse information on such matters as sex offenses, 
alleged criminal conduct, embezzlement, gross dishonesty, theft of Government 
property, etc. Such information not only raises a serious question as to the 
suitability of the person for employment in the Federal Government, but also 
raises a question as to security reliability for employment in a position connected 
with the national defense. Such persons are investigated by the Civil Service 
Commission and if questions relating to such matters are found to be true, the 
Commission instructs the employing agency to dismiss the employee; if they 
are not in the competitive service, the facts are reported to the employing 
agency for appropriate action. Defense agencies, including the Department 
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, rely on the Commission for making such 
investigations of new appointees and for ordering the removal of employees 
whose demonstrated unsuitability mark them as security risks. Our experience 
indicates that approximately one out of four of the employees whose cases are 
converted to investigations of this type are found upon completion of the in- 
vestigation to be poor security risks or whose employment would bring disrepute 
upon the Federal Government. 

In conclusion, we wish to point out to the committee that funds requested in 
this supplemental estimate will not bring our workloads down to normal by the 
end of this fiscal year. The estimate was calculated on the basis of the number 
of employees we could recruit, train, and effectively use for the remainder of this 
fiscal year. However, it will materially assist in meeting the desirable objectives 
of (1) separating promptly or preventing the employment of persons about 
whom there is a reasonable doubt of loyalty, (2) separating promptly or pre- 
venting the employment of persons who are security risks or otherwise unsuit- 
able for reasons other than loyalty, and (3) providing current information to 
defense agencies for use in the clearance of employees for access to classified 
information or material up to the top secret level. 


Chairman McKetxrar. If there is nothing further, thank you, gen- 
tlemen; we are much obliged to you. 
Proceed, please. 


Tue Renecoriation Boarp 
PRIMARY REQUEST 
STATEMENTS OF JOHN T. KOEHLER, CHAIRMAN; LAWRENCE E. 
HARTWIG, MEMBER; JOHN H. JOSS, MEMBER; FRANK L. ROB- 


ERTS, MEMBER; J. N. TOMEY, ACTING ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFICERS; AND J. L. GANLEY, JR., ACTING BUDGET OFFICER 


ORGANIZATION OF AGENCY 


Mr. Korntrr. My name is John T. Koehler, Chairman of the new 
Renegotiation Board, and I would like to introduce the members of 
the Board. This is Mr. Hartwig to my right, Mr. Roberts and Mr. 
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Joss; the fifth member of the Board, Mr. Chairman, has not yet been 
nominated. 

I have a brief statement which is one page long which I will read 
or file for the record, as you wish. 

Chairman McKe tar. If it is just one page, I think you better 
read it. 

Mr. Korenuer. Thank you, sir. 

We appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your commit 
tee in support of the first budget estimate of the Renegotiation Board 
established pursuant to the Renegotiation Act of 1951, approved on 
March 23,1951. We appreciate particularly the priority that you have 
given our request in granting this early hearing, and the privilege 
of coming up at this time of the fiscal year for funds to put the Board 
in operation, and to carry it from November 1 through June 30, 1952. 

As you may know, four members of the Board were confirmed o) 
October 1 and were sworn in 2 days later. The ink was hardly dry be- 
fore we were advised by the Bureau of the Budget that we would be 
required to get a budget to them within a week’s time. 

I, together with the other members of the Board, and a small staff 
that we have been able to assemble, have given very careful! and almost 
continuous attention to this budget. We believe that it represents a 
sound financial plan and the minimum requirements to get the Rene 
gotiation Act of 1951 into operation. Although many problems af- 
fecting the organization and operating procedures of the Board are 
yet to be resolved, we feel that we have developed a sound organizatio: 
and workable prograin for the initial months of our operations. 


AMOUNT FOR PERSONNEL 


We are requesting a total of one and a half million dollars for the 
riod November 1 through June 30. These funds would permit the 

eae to recruit a departmental staff of approximately 136 full time 
employees as of June 30, and would also provide for a field organiza- 
tion to accept a work load which will reach the Board under the act 
and to discharge certain residual responsibilities under the Renegotia- 
tion Act of 1948. . 

The estimate before your committee represents our best forecast 
of the staffing requirements for the balance of this fiscal year. All of 
the members of the Board are at your disposal to discuss the expected 
operations as they bear upon the amount of money we are requesting. 
and to provide you with any other details which may be of interest. 

Chairman McKetrar. You did not have time to go before the House. 
did you? 

Mr. Kornuter. No, sir. 

Chairman McKexixiar. And the President sent in a budget estimate 
for it on October 12. 

Senator O'Manonry. Discovery Day. It is a pretty good omen for 
the Renegotiation Board. 

Chairman McKetxiar. We better put that in the record. 
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(The report referred to is as follows:) 


{S. Doe. No. 77, 82d Cong., Ist sess. |] 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES TRANSMITTING A 
PROPOSED SUPPEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR THE RENEGOTIATION Boarp, FISCAI 
YeAR 1952, AMOUNTING TO $1,500,000 

Tue Wuire Hovse, 
Washington, October 12, 1951. 

The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Congress 
a proposed supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1952, in the amount 
if $1,500,000 for the Renegotiation Board. 

The details of this proposed appropriation, the necessity therefor, and the 
reasons for its submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter from 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and observations 
thereon I concur. 

Respectfully yours, 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 

EXECUTIVE Orrilore OF THE PRESIDENT, 

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., October 12, 1951. 


The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 
Sir: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1952, in the amount of $1,500,000 
for the Renegotiation Board, as follows: 


“RENEGOTIATION BOarp 
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


‘For necessary expenses of the Renegotiation Board, including expenses of at- 
tendance at meetings concerned with the purposes of this appropriation ; purchase 
not to exceed eight) and hire of passenger motor vehicles; services as auth- 
wriged by section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. S. 55a), at rates not to 
exceed $50 per diem for individuals; and rents in the District of Columbia ; 
$1,500,000; Provided, That the Board is authorized, subject to the procedures 
prescribed by section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, to place not more 
than five positions in grades 16, 17, or 18 of the general schedule established by 
said act, and such positions shall be in addition to the number authorized by 
said section.” 

This proposed supplemental appropriation is necessary to cover the expenses 
if the Renegotiation Act of 1951, approved March 23, 1951 (Public Law 9, 82d 
Cong.). The estimate contemplates that the Board will assume complete re- 
sponsibility for all Government contract renegotiation work and thereby obviate 
the need for establishment of renegotiation staffs in the several agencies covered 
by the act. 

I recommend that the foregoing proposed supplemental appropriation be trans- 
mitted to the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
F. J. LAWTON, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


TOTAL STAFF AND FLELD OFFICES 


Senator Know.anp. Your item 15 on page 3, taxes and assess- 
ment. 

Mr. Tomery. That is the social security deduction for those em- 
ployees who are not in the Civil Service Act. 

Chairman McKetuiar. Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 

Senator O’Manoney. I understand your plan calls for a total staff 
of 475 full time employees. 
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Mr. Roperts. Six hundred and eleven. 

Mr. Korner. May I say in brief explanation to Senator O’Mahone, 
we contemplate four field offices. 
Senator O’Mauoney. I see. This was the Washington office’ 

Mr. Kornier. The Washington office plus the field offices will total 
six hundred something. 

Senator Maysank. What would you need mostly, what typ 
personnel ? 

Mr. Kornter. We would need mostly statisticians, accountants and 
economists and some lawyers, 

Senator Maypanx. There is a great shortage around here now 
in the Internal Revenue. It is not your intention of raising t) 
wages so that you would draw them from the Treasury Depar 
ment ? 

Mr. Korenter. No, sir. We do not intend to raid any agency, pa: 
ticularly the Treasury Department. 

Senator Maypank. That was my concern. We have had a time, 
as Senator Hayden knows, to keep sufficient people down there. 


RENTAL OF SPACE 


Senator Exrenper. I notice you have rent here, $65,000. Is tha: 
for Washington only? 

Mr. Roserts. No, sir; that is four offices. But unfortunate], 
that, we do have a building which we hope to move into in about 
3 weeks, the Rizik Building. We have to spend a substantial amount 
of money which we felt that the previous tenant should have spent 

Chairman McKetiar. Your employees are under the Civil Service. 
are they not? 

Mr. Rozerrs. The great body of them will be. 

Senator Maypanx. I do not see how they are going to get a lot 
of civil-service people in the way of accountants and auditors, because 
I have been trying to get some myself for the joint committee, and 
have not been able to, 

Mr. Korner. We have a provision in our statute. 

Senator Maysank. When you come to get good accountants today, 
you are not going to get them from Civil Service from what the war 
agencies tell me. 

Mr. Korner. Might I say in that connection we have a provisio! 
in our statute which exempts us from the Civil Service hiring subject 
to the Classification Act? The purpose of that was realizing 
well that we could not get the top people. We hope to take people 
who are getting on the retired list, and would be willing to com 
back and work in something like this, people in the accounting fiel 
the legal field, and other fields. 

Chairman McKetuiar. Any questions, gentlemen ? 

If not, we are very much obliged to you. We wish you success, 
thank you for coming down. 

Mr. Korner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We appreciate thre « 
portunity of appearing. 
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INDEPENDENT OFFICES 
FreperaL TrapeE CoMMISsION 


STATEMENTS OF JAMES M. MEAD, CHAIRMAN, FEDERAL TRADE 
COMMISSION; AND CORWIN EDWARDS, DIRECTOR OF BUREAU 
OF INDUSTRIAL ECONOMICS 


INVESTIGATIONS OF CORPORATE MERGERS 


Chairman McKetrar. Mr. Chairman, what would you have this 
committee do for you ¢ 

Mr. Meap. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
just a few figures here that tell the story. Congress passed a bill with 
reference to our looking into the question of corporate mergers. 

Last January 1951 we asked the Bureau of the Budget for $950,000 
to enforce that law. The Bureau approved $500,000 on a 12-month 
basis. The House committee gave us $365,000. The Senate, after the 
House took that money away from us, restored $250,000. Then when 
all the legislation was accomplished and the riders applied, we had 
$48,000 left out of the original request of $950,000. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Recently we went to the Bureau of the Budget, after several months 
had elapsed, and on a 9-month basis we asked for 737,000. After 
they studied the situation, they recommended that we be given 
$300,000. So we are now asking for $300,000 to enforce this law. 

In support of our contention we point to the fact that the Bureau 
of the Budget already approved $500,000; the House approved $365,- 
000; and the Senate approved $250,000, but we lost it in the consider- 
ation of the legislation on the floor. 


RATE OF CORPORATE MERGERS 


The reason this money is necessary you can see from the record. 
In 1947, mergers were taking place at the rate of approximately 
}00 a year. Our current records indicate that 750 mergers will take 
place this year. We cannot survey the situation, we cannot comply 
with the law, unless we have the minimum recommendation of the 
Bureau of the Budget for the balance of the year. 

Se we are here, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
asking for $300,000, pointing out that that was approved practically 
by your committee and by the House committee, and more than that 
was approved by the Bureau of the Budget, and it was lost. 

Chairman McKeu.ar. I agree with you in all except one thing, 
when you say “more than that.” 

Mr. Meap. The budget gave us a little more. 

Chairman McKetxar. I wish you would strike that. 

Mr. Meap. I would be glad to strike it out. At any rate, we are 
asking for $300,000, which is a sufficient amount to carry us through 
the rest of the year. 

Senator KNow.anp. Senator, in your investigations to date have 
you made any survey, particularly on smaller businesses, of the num- 
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bers that have been forced to sell because of the tax situation! | 
referring now to a number of instances that have been brought to 1) 
attention where it has been a family holding, the owner dies, the heavy: 
estate taxes are such that there are not liquid assets otherwise, an 
order to meet the tax payments, and so forth, the only place the heirs 
can go to in many times is go to another business to meet the taxes 

Mr. Meap. Dr. Edwards, who is the head of our economic work, is 
acquainted with that. I will point out further that we have ha 
brought to our attention several examples of businesses that do not 
wait until death takes the owner of a small business, but use a ney 
system which they have developed which will enable him to sell his 
business to a larger business and through insurances and various 
other emoluments take care of himself and his family and get rid of 
the business before he passes on. 

Dr. Edwards has the inside story of that. 


AMENDMENT OF CLAYTON ACT 


Dr. Epwarps. We do not ordinarily expect, Senator, that the trac 
journal Steel will be an ardent supporter of more money for the Fed 
eral Trade Commission, but in the August 27 issue of Steel on page 5 
appears this brief statement: 


A not infrequent instance of congressional inconsistency is demonstrated 
the Federal Trade Commission appropriation for fiscal 1952. By enacting Put 
lic Law 899, EHighty-first Congress, the legislators amended the Clayton A 
to ban acquisition of the assets—as well as the stock—of one corporation by 
another where the effect might be to substantially lessen competition. 

To carry out the purposes of the amendment, the Commission asked 
$500,000 for this fiscal year. Congress came up with $97,435, which is entirel 
inadequate to enable the Commission to fulfill its new duty. 

The reduced appropriation is bad, particularly for that pet of Congress, “sina 
business.” 

When a small-business man wants to sell out—usuaily because he is getting 
old and wants to retire—his best potential customer is his larger competi 
Such a plan was feasible—through the sale of assets—without colliding wit! 
the Clayton Act. Now, with the question mark attaching to the transf: 
assets, neither party knows if a merger can be made to stick. Recognizing 
angle the Commission planned to set up a fast procedure for investigating pr 
posed mergers, 

In particular, the Commission planned to take into consideratio 
in its decisions, the will of Congress, that a retiring businessman, « 
his heirs, could liquidate a business without loss of assets by selling 
as a going concern to a competitor. On the basis of the appropriatio! 
of $97,453, FTC’s plans are now sadly disorganized. The Commissio! 
is still compelled to investigate all the mergers, but can do so onl) 
as personnel become available for that purpose in the future—whi 
means that approval or disapproval may be forthcoming years afte 
the event. 

Mr. Meap. I want to point out that the Commission does not agree 
with that article insofar as it says the Congress acted inconsistently. 
That does not apply to either the Appropriations Committee of the 
House or Senate. They gave us the money. The reduction resulted 
from riders or reductions that occurred on the floor. The $97,000 is 

} 
not correct, because after applying these reductions, we only received 


$48,000. 


t} 
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Chairman McKetiar. Any questions, gentlemen. If not, we are 
very much obliged to you. 
Mr. Meap. We are very much obliged to you. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
PrerroLEUM ADMINISTRATION FOR DEFENSE 


STATEMENT OF BRUCE E. BROWN, DEPUTY PETROLEUM 
ADMINISTRATOR 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES 


Chairman McKetiar. Mr. Brown, will you proceed, please / 

Mr. Brown. I will make mine very brief. I came up here to tell the 
Senate committee that the $2,400,000 that the Senate itself was willing 
to have appropriated after this committee recommended $2,932,250, 
that $2,400,000 would make it necessary for me to let people out right 
in October before a tough winter when we are going to run out of 
liquid petroleum gas in the Chicago area, and we are going to have 
difficulty with heating oils, and we have this Iranian crisis with us. 
We have people in P AD who are working 80 hours a week. We have 
25 working for nothing. I just wanted to come up here and fell you 
just what was happening. 

If we get the $2,400,000, we are going downhill when we ought to 
go up. 

Senator O’Manoney. I think I ought to state for the record that 
as chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, I have 
had a good deal of contact with the Petroleum Administration for 
Defense, which, of course, operates under the Department of the 
Interior, and which is directly under the administrative authority of 
Mr. Bruce Brown, the witness here. Without any question, this PAD 
is dealing with one of the most important of all our defense operations. 
The work which it has been doing has been performed efficiently and 
with understanding. I know that it has been operating with every 
effort to do the necessary job economically, and I feel that this com- 
mittee was correct when it increased the appropriation after the House 
had acted adversely. 

The matter was brought to my attention, and when I examined the 
first supplemental bill it was clear to me that there was no possibility 
of making any adjustment in conference, so I suggested to Secretary 
Chapman that his only recourse was to ask this committee to do again 
on this bill what it had done on the last bill, and let us see if we cannot 
convince the Senate once more that the committee’s judgment was 
right. 

You are asking only for what the committee approved before. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; $2,932,250. 

Senator O’Manoney. Was it not $2,945,000? 

Mr. Brown. I am sure you are right. 
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HOUSE ACTION 


Senator O’Manoney. The House eliminated it entirely. 

Mr. Brown. May I rehearse the history of this very briefly? We 
came before the House first with a recommendation from the Bureau 
of the Budget for $3,170,000. The House committee recommended 
$2,400,000. ‘The House in a night session did nothing for any Interior 
defense agency. This committee recommended $2,932,200-some. | 
do not know whether it was 50 or 45. 

Senator O’Manoney. It was cut back on the floor. 

Mr. Brown. Yes. The Senate went back to $2,400,000. 

What I was saying, gentlemen, was that with $2,400,000 we will be 
forced to let people go rather than add them right before a tough 
winter, and right in the middle of the Iranian situation. Of course, 
what I would hope we might do is what Senator O’Mahoney said— 
that the Senate might stick with its own committee’s recommendation 
for $2,932,000. 

Chairman McKetxar. You say the committee is with you? 

Mr. Brown. That was your recommendation, sir. 

Senator O’Manonery. This committee was. 

Chairman McKettar. If there is nothing further, we are very much 
obliged to you. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you. 


REQUESTED AMENDMENT 


Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that at this point 
in the record there be inserted the suggested change of language on 
this item, which I hereby hand to the reporter. 

Chairman McKetxar. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


AMENDMENT 
Page 37, after line 17, insert: 
“DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
“OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES, DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES 
“For an additional amount for salaries and expenses, Defense Product 
Activities, $532,250.” 


LETTER FROM SECRETARY OF INTERIOR HON. OSCAR L. CHAPMAN 


Chairman McKetxar. There will also be inserted in the record at 
this point, without objection, a letter addressed to the chairman of t! 
committee from Secretary Chapman. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., October 15, 1951. 
Hon. KennetH McKELLAR, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. €. 

My Dear Senator McKetrar: I would deem it a great favor if you could 
arrange just a few minutes’ time during which my Deputy Petroleum Adminis- 
trator, Mr. Bruce Brown, could appear personally before the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee with respect to the 1952 appropriation for the agency he is oper- 
ating under my direction. 

Mr. Brown, who is working without compensation, is recognized as one of the 
ablest oil executives and he has‘surrounded himself with a staff of highly com- 
petent executives and technologists of long experience in the oil and gas indus- 
tries. Many of these men were, in private life, presidents or vice presidents of 
large and small oil and gas companies. Half of the top staff served Government 
n similar capacities during World War II. 

The total present staff of slightly over 300 persons is only about one-quarter of 
the personnel employed at the peak of World War II in the Petroleum Adminis- 
tration for War. These men are working long overtime hours, Saturdays and 
Sundays, to try to discharge defense-mobilization responsibilities. 

I need not stress to you the overwhelming importance of petroleum and gas 
in peace, in mobilization, or in war. But I should stress the point that things 
ire not going too well. Insufficient allocations of steel for pipe and other needs 
have set these industries back in relation to supply responsibilities. It has 
already been necessary to limit the use of natural gas in some areas. The 
Iranian crisis has imposed new supply loads. It has been necessary to issue 
special directives to secure necessary supplies of the special fuel oil used by the 
Navy. Aviation gasoline is currently short by 24,000 barrels per day of the 
amount needed. Winter will bring spot shortages of natural gas, liquefied 
petroleum gas, and possibly other products. 

This would be a poor time indeed to cut the staff of PAD and yet that is 
exactly What must happen unless the Congress takes extraordinary steps. 

rhe Bureau of the Budget recommended $3,170,000 for the fiscal 1952. The 
House committee approved $2,400,000, but the House itself canceled the whole 
amount. The Senate committee recommended $2,945,000, but the Senate cut 
that to $2,400,000. Now the bill is in conference. 

The oil and gas story is so important that I would like to feel that no action 
cutting staff would be made final without hearing from Mr. Brown. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Puntic INForRMATION PROGRAM 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Senator McKetxar. I will insert in the record at this point a letter 
and a proposed amendment from Mr. Charles E. Wilson, Director of 
the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

(The letter and proposed amendment referred to are as follows:) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., October 15, 1951. 
Hon. KenNnetH McKELLAR, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in further reference to my letter of October 
11 regarding funds for the defense agencies. 
Information has reached me that it may be impossible to discuss section 
1314 of the Senate version of H. R. 5215 in the conference. This is the section 


90549—51 28 
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which cuts the funds available for information activities in the defense agencies 
allegedly in half. Actually, because of our current staffing and the necessity 
to pay annual leave, etc., it would practically eliminate all information per. 
sonnel from the defense agencies within 60 days. As you can well understand. 
this action at this time would have a most detrimental effect on our ability to 
carry on the mobilization program. I consider this a matter of the utmost 
urgency and bespeak every cooperation which you can render in attempting to 
correct the situation. 

It is my understanding that, because the language in the House and Senate 
versions is similar, the item cannot come up in the conference on the appropria- 
tion bill. Therefore, I wonder if you could possibly suggest as an amendment 
to the second supplemental appropriation bill currently pending, language which 
would repeal or alter section 1314. I am attaching for your consideration a draft 
of such language. 

I would not make this additional request of you for action in this matter 
if I was not convinced of its urgency. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cuar_Les E. Wriison 
AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


No provision in any act appropriating funds for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, shall be deemed to limit the funds available for compensation of 
persons in the Office of Defense Mobilization who are engaged in informing the 
public of the progress and purposes of the defense mobilization program, or 
persons in the agencies assigned functions under the Defense Production Act 
of 1950, as amended, who are engaged in informing consumers, agriculture, 
business and labor about rules, regulations and orders issued by such agencies 
under the Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENT BY MR. BENDETSEN 


(See p. 116) 


Chairman McKenuar. I have received an additional statement from 
Mr. Bendetsen which, without objection, I will insert at this point in 


the record. 
(The additional material referred to is as follows:) 


The remaining $5,000,000 has been requested to support civilian-sponsored 
family housing for service personnel. Since 1949 Wherry housing built under 
the provision of title VIII of the National Housing Act has been the major 
source of family housing for service personnel within the United States. Prior 
to the lapsing of title VIII on July 1, 1951, 13,809 units had either been built o1 
definite construction commitments made. In addition the Army contemplates 
that 11,235 more units will be built under the act that extended Wherry housing 
Public Law 139, Fighty-second Congress. Due to the great increase in building 
material and labor costs since this Wherry housing program began in 1949, the 
quality of housing now being obtained within the statutory limits has 
riorated. As a corrective measure section 505 of H. R. 4914 authorizes appropri 
ation of funds for acquisition of land, installation of utilities, and site prepa 
ration for Wherry housing, not to exceed $1,500 per housing unit in any project 
and not to exceed $1,000 per housing unit in respect to all housing proje 
The $5,000,000 being here requested will be used in accordance with the above 
section 505 and will support at least 5,000 family housing units. 


PROJECTS OUTSIDE CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES 


re 
itt 


Turning now to construction outside continental United States. Here we 
requesting $78,035,100, or 6 percent of our total request. 


Alaska 

With respect to Alaska we have requested $50,636,100 to construct tempo 
and semipermanent facilities for the housing of required tactical troop strength 
in Alaska, to provide a part of the housing and operational facilities required 


rary 
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for the Arctic Test Branch at Big Delta, to build utilities and roads for Fort 
Richardson and to initiate construction on the new pipeline to be used to deliver 
petroleum products from Haines to Fairbanks. 


Okinawa 

$17,393,000 is being requested for Okinawa to provide a station hospital, bar- 
racks, warehousing, and administrative facilities. All these structures will be 
typhoon-resistant. Delay in providing funds for these projects will result in 
continued costly maintenance of existing temporary structures and in continued 
deterioration and loss of critical supplies and equipment by typhoons and other 
weather conditions. 


Emergency construction 


Finally, $10,000,000 has been requested as stand-by funds to restore and re- 
place overseas facilities damaged or destroyed and to meet unforeseen urgent 
construction requirements. This $10,000,000 for overseas use is similar to the 
$27,000,000 requested for the same use within the United States. 


WORLD-WIDE PROJECTS 


The remaining $224,973,500 or 18 percent of our total fiscal year 1952 request, 
has been requested for what may be referred to as world-wide projects. These 
projects fall into the following five categories: (1) Classified Army projects, 
(2) classified joint projects, (3) advance design, (4) deficiencies fiscal year 1951 
program, and (5) community and recreational facilities. 

idvance design.—In order that construction lead time be reduced and realistic 
construction cost estimates presented to Congress when authorizing legislation 
is requested, section 504 of H. R. 4914 authorized the appropriation of funds to 
provide for advance planning, construction design, and architectual services in 
connection with public works projects not otherwise authorized by law. We have 
analyzed our anticipated construction requirements to be included in the next 
enabling act, and based on that analysis, have included $10,000,000 in the request 
now before you as our estimate of what we need during fiscal year 1952 to 
continue our advance planning for these projects. 

Deficiencies fiscal year 1951 program.—Wherever possible, deficiency items 
have been identified in the request now before you as specific new projects at 
the station concerned, Notwithstanding such efforts, there still remains a 
$6,473,500 deficiency in our fiscal year 1951 program, representing the difference, 
oh an over-all basis, between the total construction authorized for fiscal year 
1951 and the total fiscal year 1951 appropriations now available to complete that 
construction. We have included in our request the funds needed to meet this 
deficiency. 

Community and recreational facidities.—Section 402 of H. R. 4914 authorizes 
$15,000,000 to be used to provide Army facilities intended primarily for welfare 
and morale purposes. These include post exchanges, theaters, auditoriums, 
restaurants, cafeterias, and the like.. The Army request of $7,500,000 for this type 
facility will be expended both in United States and abroad in accordance with 
ground rules to be established by the Secretary of Defense. However, I would 
like to state at this time that to balance the program for fiscal year 1952, addi- 
tional facilities of this type will be required next year, since we have deferred 
approximately 75 percent of our current program. 


SUMMARY 


The Army’s construction program is a gigantic undertaking. No one can assure 
you that it is free from all imperfection. However, from personal experience, I 
assure you that the Army has made careful and diligent efforts to discover any 
deficiencies and to eliminate them. We have, wherever possible, in the light of 
our preparedness program, deferred military construction to the latest feasible 
date. The result is that the appropriation request now before you includes only 
the most urgently needed of our total military construction requirements. It 
covers only the minimum facilities which we must initiate in fiscal year 1952 
to support our expanded Army, to handle and store our increasing stocks of 
material, to permit the acceleration of our research and development program, 
and to augment our mobilization base. 

This completes my general presentation. General Nold, Deputy Chief of Engi- 
neers, is with me today to answer any questions you may have on construction 
methods and costs. In addition other qualified Army representatives are here to 
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analyze for you in such detail as you may desire, the various projects which | 
have only summarized. 


LIST OF CONSULTANTS WHO SAT ON SPECIAL PANELS TO SCREEN ARMY 
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM FOR 1952 


Panel I (overseas construction) 
R. E. Dougherty, railroad consultant, past president of the American Society 
of Civil Engineers. 
Lt. Gen. Leonard T. Gerow, United States Army (retired). 
Panel II (Army Field Forces construction) : 
John Budd, president of the Great Northern Railroad. 
Maj. Gen. A. C. Smith, Deputy Commander of the Fifth Army. 
Panel III (Technical Service construction) : 
QO. L. Pringle, vice president of the Columbia Steel Corp. 
Maj. Gen. Cecil R. Moore, United States Army (retired), now an executive 
of Koppers Co., and formerly chief engineer in the European theater. 


Location, capacity, and appropriation requested for the 7 permanent new hospi 
included in the Army construction program for fiscal year 1952 


Bed capacity | Appropriat 


Fort Dix, N. J . 7) 
Fort Knox, Ky ‘ 500 | 
Fort Benning, Ga... 500 
Fort Braeg, N. C.. 500 
Fort Riley, Kans 500 
Fort Monmouth, N. J_.. ‘ 250 
Fort Belvoir, Va... 250 


Total 3, 250 


SUMMARY OF ACTIONS LEADING TO ACQUISITION OF PENN ATHLETIC CLUB, 
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


(See p. 173.) 


Chairman McKetuar. The committee has been furnished some ad 
ditional material relative to the Penn Athletic Club Building at 
Philadelphia and, without objection, it will be included in the record. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


SUMMARY OF AcTIONS LEADING TO ACQUISITION OF PENN AC BUILDING 


July 24, 1950—Letter from Chief Signal Officer to G—4 states that there is an 
urgent Signal Corps requirement for 250,000 square feet of office space in the 
Philadelphia area for occupancy of the Signal Corps Procurement Agency, Stock 
Control Agency, and Radio Teletype Relay Station, and requests “that immed 
iate action be taken to lease the required 250,000 square feet of space in the 
Ford Building, Broad Street and Lehigh Avenue, Philadelphia, Pa., or wherever 
it is advantageously procurable. The Ford Building (nine stories) is now va 
eant and can be purchased or leased, and contains a total of 358,100 square feet 
of space, suitable for occupancy by Army activities in the Philadelphia, Pa., 
area.” 

dugust 1, 1950.—Memorandum from G—4 to Chief of Engineers requests that 
action be initiated to acquire 250,000 square feet of space in the Philadelphia 
area for the use of the Signal Corps Procurement Agency and the Signal Corps 
Stock Control Agency. 

fugust 3, 1950.—Letter from Chief of Engineers to North Atlantic division 
engineer forwards directive authorizing lease of approximately 250,000 squar 
feet of office space in the Philadelphia area for use of the Signal Corps, and 
states that it is understood that the Ford Building is no longer available but 
that if this building should be desired, full justification in support of a condem- 
nation action will, be required by the Under Secretary of the Army. 
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August 10, 1950.—Telegram from Mr. Charles Weinstein, Amalgamated Cloth- 
ing Workers of America, to Mr. Alexander stated that if J. H. Cohen & Sons, Ine. 
(clothing company) is unable to move into Ford Building, company will be out 
of business and 3,500 workers displaced. 

August 16, 1950.—Letter from Mr. Alexander to Mr. Charles Weinstein, Amal- 
gamated Clothing Workers of America, in reply to his telegram of August 10, 
states that every effort will be made to fulfill the requirements of the Signal 
Corps for its expanded activities without taking over space in the Ford Building. 

ijugust 18, 1950.—Extract from Real Estate Lease Survey Report, Philadel- 
phia and vicinity, Philadelphia. 

(a) Penn Athletic Club: 14-story brick, steel, and concrete building; gross 
area, 418,000 square feet; does not lend itself readily for conversion to open 
office space such as is required for use by the Signal Corps, since it would be 
necessary to remove bedroom petitions, cover swimming pools, place ceilings and 
floors to divide two-story handball courts, etc.; “the rental and cost of services 
for this building are excessive and costs of alteration and restoration are pro- 
hibitive. It is believed that the leasing of this property would not be to the 
best interests of the Government.” 

(b) Ford Building: Modern, concrete structure: gross area, 382,000 square 
feet; building in good condition, readily convertible, and is suitable for conver- 
sion to meet the needs of the Signal Corps. “Acquisition by condemnation will 
disrupt the plans of the present lessee but will not disrupt the present going 
economy of the area.” 

(c) “In case it is decided that a building, which is presently available, should 
be selected, the Penn Athletic Club Building, even though restoration and alter- 
atien costs will be excessive, is considered to be the only one in this category 
which can be made suitable for Signal Corps use. Time necessary for conversion 
of this building for Signal Corps is estimated to be 9 months.” 

jugust 24, 1950.—Fourth endorsement to August 3, 1950, letter, referred to in 
preceding entry, from Chief of Engineers to Chief Signal Officer forwards results 
of real estate survey of the Philadelphia area, and states that, “A perusal of the 
survey report will disclose the critical situation in the Philadelphia area as relat- 
ng to the availability of space for the intended use without disrupting the 
economy of the area. Based upon directive issued by Office, Secretary of Defense, 
this office has been instructed to take no steps to acquire by lease or condemna- 
tion the Ford Building at Broad and Leigh (sic) Streets, although the building 
at present is not occupied.” 

September 6, 1950.—Fifth endorsement from Deputy Chief Signal Officer to 
G+ to August 3 basic communication states: “Other than the Ford Building, 
none of the buildings listed in the subject survey meet the requirements of the 
Signal Corps in all respects. The Penn Athletic Club, which is presently available 
and which the Chief of Engineers recommends as suitable for Signal Corps use, 
is not considered suitable due to the lack of usable space, exorbitant cost of 
conversion, and time required for rehabilitation. Based on current plans for 
expansion of the Army, it is estimated that approximately 350,000 square feet of 
space in one building will be required * * *.” 

September 12, 1950.—Memorandum from Washington district engineer to, 
Chief of Engineers recommends that “The offer of the Penn Athletic Club be 
given serious consideration since exhaustive surveys of Philadelphia and vicinity 
have conclusively established that the Penn Athletic Club Building contains the 
only available unoccupied or unleased space that will after rehabilitation satisfy 
the needs of the Signal Corps.” 

September 15, 1950.—Sixth endorsement from G—4 to the Chief of Engineers; 
“It is desired that action be initiated without delay to acquire 350,000 square feet 
of space in one building in the Philadelphia area for the use of the Signal Corps 
Procurement Agency and the Signal Corps Stock Control Ageney.” 

Undated memorandum from General Lawton, Deputy Chief Signal Officer, to 
G-4 recommends acquisition of the Ford Building for reasons that “this building 
apparently would be available within 45 days * * * would provide for 
some expansion in the event of complete mobilization * * would enable the 
Signal Corps agencies to move the entire operation from the Philadelphia 
Quartermaster Depot simultaneously and adequate transportation and private 
parking facilities are available.” Acquisition of the Penn Athletic Club Building 
S not recommended for the reasons that “only 178,000 square feet would be 
available in the immediate future * * * it would require approximately 6 
months to make proper alterations in order that the remainder of the building 
would be usable,” and such piecemeal occupance would require temporary sepa- 
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ration of elements of the agencies together with subsequent additional inter) | 
moves which “would so disrupt operations as to seriously impede the progr 
of procurement and distribution of communication supplies and equipment 
the current emergency and the expansion of the Army. The present crowded 
space condition of these Signal Corps activities is seriously threatening 
health, morale, and efficiency of the personnel.” 

September 29, 1950.—G—4 forwards September 21 memorandum from the C))i; 
of Engineers to the Under Secretary of the Army which presents summary) 
survey made of the Philadelphia area to locate a building containing at | 
350,000 square feet of usable space for needs of the Signal Corps. States | 
the (a) Aberfoyle Building was the only building found with an area in exces 
of 350,000 square feet, but was considered totally undesirable for use by 
Signal Corps, and that the (0b) Penn Athletic Club Building contains a g: 
area of about 418,000 square feet, of which about 260,000 square feet is . 
sidered as usable since the street floor through the sixth floor are arranged fo: 
shops, ballroom, stage, lounge rooms, kitchens, dining rooms, squash and han 
ball courts, gymnasium, swimming pools, and small dormitory rooms, with the 
space from the seventh floor through the fourteenth floors broken up by sma!! 
individual bedrooms and toilet facilities. The Chief Signal Officer does not con 
sider this building suitable for his needs because of the lack of usable space 
and the time required for rehabilitation. (c) The Ford Building, containing 
382,000 square feet, in process of remodeling by clothing company, would re 
quire condemnation and would disrupt the plans of the present lessee, but could 
be made suitable for Signal Corps occupancy with very little alteration. The 
Chief of Engineers recommends that the interests of the Government would 
best be served through the acquisition of the Ford Building, but states that his 
office has been orally instructed by the Office of the Secretary of Defense to take 
no action toward leasing this building. He recommends that authority be grant- 
ed to conduct negotiations for lease of the building and, if necessary, to institute 
condemnation proceedings. 

This memorandum was forwarded on September 29 from G-4 to the Under 
Secretary recommending “that authority be granted to obtain this essentia! 
space in the Ford Building either by negotiation or by condemnation,” 

October 4, 1950.—Memorandum from Mr. Alexander to Secretary of the Arm) 
summarizes surveys for space in the Philadelphia area and recommends that 
authority be granted to the Chief of Engineers to procure the Ford Building 
for use of the Signal Corps. 

October 6, 1950.—Memorandum from Col. C. Rodney Smith to Colonel Curtis 
forwards, for presentation to Mr. Pace, Mr. Alexander’s recommendation of 
October 4 for approval of acquisition of the Ford Building. Mr. Pace approved, 
writing “Notify Myers” on memorandum. (Probably October 11.) 

October 12, 1950.—Memorandum from Col. C. Rodney Smith to Mr. As! 
stating that Mr. Pace desires that Secretary of Labor Tobin; Mr. Robert Moore 
Democratic National Committee; Mr. Joseph Potofsky, Amalgamated Clothing 
Workers of America; Senator Myers and Senator Martin; and the Congressme! 
from the Philadelphia district be informed that, after canvassing of all pos- 
sibilities and careful review of the entire matter, the Army finds it necessary 
to proceed with the leasing of the Ford Building. 

October 13, 1950.—Letter from Mr. Shackelford to the individuals listed in 
preceding entry states that, “Having determined that there exists a definite and 
immediate need for a large building in Philadelphia and having thoroughly 
canvassed all of the possibilities and carefully reviewed the entire matter wit 
a particular view toward disrupting the local economy as little as possible, the 
Army finds it necessary te proceed with the leasing of the Ford Building.” 

October 18, 1950.—Letters from Mr. Shackelford to Mr. Potofsky; Secretary 
of Labor Tobin; Senators Myers and Martin; Congressmen Hugh Scott; William 
Granahan, Hardie Scott, William A. Barrett, Earl Chudoff, and William Gre: 
and Mr. Moore, Democratic National Committee, state “that the search for 
suitable large building in the Philadelphia metropolitan area has not yet been 
concluded. No transaction has been consummated with the owner of the Ford 
Building or any other building since various properties that have been carefu!! 
surveyed are still being considered. Until all possibilities, including the |‘ 
structure as well as others, have been further reviewed, no decision w 
made.” 

October 20, 1950.—OUSA returns G-4 memorandum of September 29 withor! 
action stating that, “The Under Secretary of the Army desires that a compr 
hensive resurvey be made of the Philadelphia area to locate a buildin 
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buildings considered suitable and adequate to meet the space requirements of 
the Signal Corps, in addition to that previously recommended.” 

November 19, 1950.—Memorandum from Chief of Engineers to G—4 states that 
a resurvey of the Philadelphia area has been made, that the owners of the Penn 
Athletic Club are agreeable to leasing the building for a 5-year period and that 
alterations can be made which would increase the amount of usable space from 
260,000 square feet to approximately 325,000 square feet, and that “in the event 
it is not considered desirable to acquire a leasehold interest in the Ford Building 
asadvocated * * * itis recommended that this office be authorized to request 
the General Services Administration, Public Buildings Service, to secure a lease 
on the Penn Athletic Club Building. * * *” 

November 18, 1950.—Memorandum from G-—4 to Under Secretary states that a 
restudy of Signal Corps space requirements has resulted in a reduction from 
350,000 to 324,202 square feet of usable space; that, while the Penn Athletic 
Club Building could be prepared eventually to meet the minimum requirements 
of the Signal Corps, its use would require a split operation for a considerable 
period of time with no space for mobilization expansion; and recommends that 
the Ford Building be obtained. 

December 4, 1950.—Memorandum from Mr. Alexander to G-4 requests submis- 
sion of additional information as to the time required for possession of the Ford 
and Penn Athletic Club Buildings. 

December 11, 1950.—Memorandum from General Lawton, Deputy Chief Sig- 
nal Officer, to G-4 states that, “The Signal Corps cannot accomplish its procure- 
ment program with present personnel and facilities” that “Awaiting availability 
of the Penn Athletic Club building will delay the Signal Corps procurement pro- 
gram by 5 months” that “As of November 30, 1950, the Signal Corps Procure- 
ment Agency had a backlog of 14,543 procurement directives * * * equal to 
3.47 months’ work based on November personnel and facilities”; that ‘The Sup- 
plemental budget * * * will require approximately 40,000 additional pro- 
curement directives. * * * With present personnel and facilities, this would 
mean a backlog as of June 30, 1951, of 5 months”; that to obligate these “pro- 
curement directives prior to June 30, 1951, the Signal Corps must hire, as soon 
as possible, 1,023 additional personnel * * * (which cannot be hired until 
the additional space is made available.” 

December 18, 1950.—Memorandum from Chief of Engineers to G-4 estimates 
that the Ford Building can be made available for Signal Corps use within a 
period of 60 days after possession is obtained, that 6 months will be required 
for necessary rehabilitation of the Penn Athletic Club Building. 

December 18, 1950.—Conference held by Mrs. Rosenberg, Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, with Mr. Shackelford ; Col. C. Rodney Smith; representatives of the 
J. H. Cohen & Sons, Inc.; and representatives of the Amalgamated Clothing 
Workers of America. The clothing company and union representatives pointed 
out their long-range planning for use of the Ford Building and the disruption 
that would occur to the company’s 3,500 employees if this building were taken 
over by the Army. Mrs. Rosenberg requested that the Army review the situa- 
tion again most carefully before making a decision and assured the company 
and union representatives that every possible consideration would be given to 
their request that they not be required to vacate the Ford Building. 

December 19, 1950.—Memorandum from G—4 (General Barriger) referring to 
OUSA memorandum of December 4, 1950, states that, “Further review discloses 
that the Ford Building is suitable and required to provide adequate space for 
Signal Corps activities in the Philadelphia area,” and recommends “that ap- 
proval be given to the making of a request to the General Services Administra- 
tion to acquire this building by lease for Department of the Army utilization.” 

December 19, 1950.—General Hopping, OQMG, informed Col. C. Rodney Smith 
by telephone that the Cohen Clothing Co. is a participant in the mobilization 
planning program, that the company has no current contracts with the Army, 
but that its production would be required in the event of full-scale mobilization. 
General Hopping stated that the Quartermaster mobilization potential would be 
impaired or reduced in the event of disruption of the Cohen Co. facilities. 

December 21, 1950.—Memorandum from Brigadier General Hopping to Mr. 
Shackelford states that Joseph H. Cohen Sons, Inc., are included in the mobiliza- 
tion production plans of the Quartermaster Worps for the manufacture of wool 
jackets and trousers, are the largest single producing facility, and represent 3.5 
percent of the national production capacity for wool jackets and 4.6 percent of 
the total production capacity for wool trousers; that loss of this productive 
capacity would create an immediate problem, making it necessary to locate ad- 
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ditional facilities for items which will be in short supply for 6 months after 
compiete mobilization. 

December 22, 1950.—Letter from Mr. John A. Nagle, Director, Real Property 
Acquisition Division, Public Buildings Service, General Services Administration, 
to Mr. Shackelford states, “In view of all information presently available to us 
including that developed in the course of the conference in your office on Wednes- 
day as to your requirements for suitable quarters, the vital time factor involved 
and the economies of acquisition and use, it seems to us that the selection of the 
Ford Building and its acquisition by lease or of the fee would be logical and in the 
best interests of the Government.” 

December 22, 1950.—Memorandum from Mr. Shackelford to Mr. Pace summar 
izing previous surveys of Philadelphia facilities for Signal Corps use and recom 
mend. ng approval of the joint recommendations of the Chief Signal Officer, Chief 
of Engineers, G-4, the Under Secretary, and General Services Administration 
that “action be initiated to acquire the Ford Building without delay.” Mr 
Shackelford stated that he had cleared this matter by telephone with Mrs. Rose: 
berg. “The importance of making this decision today, if at all possible, is that 
the cloth.ng company now plans, according to advice furnished to Mrs. Rosenberg, 
to move as much of its equipment as possible into the building over the Christmas 
week-end. From the standpoint of the Signal Corps each day is vital because, 
on the basis of its limited November facilities and personnel, it is already 3% 
mouths behind schedule on processing procurement directives.” 

December 22, 1950.—Decision reached by the Secretary of the Army to proceed 
with acquisition of the Ford Building. 

December 26, 1950.—Conference, Mr. Alexander with representatives of the 
Joseph H. Cohen Sons; the Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America; Phila- 
delphia Chamber of Commerce; Pennsylvania Congressmen Barrett, Chudoff, 
Granahan, and Green, GSA; G—4; Chief Signal Officer, followed in the afternoon 
by a second conference attended by the same yepresentatives less Members of 
Congress, plus representatives of owners of the Penn Athletic Club Building. 

December 27, 1950.—Conference held by Mr. Alexander with Mr. Shackelford, 
Mr. Kalette, General Reeder, and General Barriger. General Barriger stated 
that were it not for the attitude of those concerned in Philadelphia; i. 
if they did not throw any serious obstacle into gaining possession of the 
Ford Building, it was unquestionably preferable as to time, cost, and location; 
that from a strictly military viewpoint G-—4 desired the Ford Building, but 
that he realized there were other serious considerations, and that if the decision 
were made in favor of the Penn Afhletic Club, it would adequately meet the re 
quirements of the Signal Corps. Mr. Kalette emphasized the advantages of the 
Ford Building but stated that perhaps the Penn Athletic Club eventually could 
be converted into a better facility than the Ford Building and that under the 
circumstances the Government interest would be served best by acquiring the 
Penn Athletic Club by purchase through condemnation although the renovation 
of the Penn Building would cost considerably more than that of the Ford 
Building, not considering damages which might be awarded to Cohen & Sons 
The discussion brought out the effect upon the time element which might result 
from the attitude of the Cohen Co. and the labor union, representatives of which 
had previously stated that it would be necessary to use force in evicting em 
ployees of the Cohen Co. Mr. Alexander made the decision to recommend to 
the General Services Administration that the Penn Athletic Club Building be 
acquired by purchase through condemnation. 

December 28, 1950.—Conference conducted by General Barriger with General 
Lawton, General Nold, Mr. Kalette, and Mr. Finegan of GSA. General Par 
riger stated the purpose of the meeting was to complete procedures for acquisi 
tion of the Penn Athletic Club Building. Considerations of rehabilitation, such 
as telephones, elevators, escalators, selection of architect-engineer and con 
tractor, and time element were discussed. General Barriger gave the Engineers 
a verbal directive, which he stated would be confirmed in writing, to proceed in 
requesting GSA to take action to acquire the Penn Athletic Club Building. Time 
was emphasized as the vital factor. Mr. Finegan, GSA, concurred in the action 
being taken. 

December 28, 1950.—Press release announced that the Penn Atthletic Club 
Building has been found suitable for its use as an expanded Signal Corps pro 
curement facility, the entire Philadelphia metropolitan area having been can 
vassed thoroughly to meet the Army’s need for 350,000 square feet and that it was 
determined that use of the Penn Athletic Club Building not only would suit 
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the Army’s purposes but, at the same time, would cause the least amount of dis- 
jocation to existing industries and businesses in the city of Philadelphia. 

December 28, 1950.—Telegram received from Mr. Ed Mosier, agent for owner 
of the Ford Building, proposing rental purchase plan for Army acquisition. 

December 29, 1950.—Telegram from Mr. Alexander to Mr. Mosier stating that, 
“After carefully weighing all facts, including business, industrial, and labor 
interests of community and the expansion program of military, Army reported 
to GSA yesterday that Penn AC would suit its needs. General Services Admin- 
istration makes final decision.” 

January 3, 1951.—Telegram received from Mr. Ed Mosier, agent for 
owner of Ford Building, requesting postponement of final action on Penn Athletic 
Club Building. 

January 4, 1951.—Letter for Mr. Alexander to Mr. Masier, stating that Penn 
Athletic Club was suitable for use of Signal Corps and decision was made only 
after thorough review of all facts; that final decision as to the particular space 
to be acquired rests with GSA, 

January 9, 1951.—Colonel Smith telephoned Mr. Paul Finegan, GSA, to ascer- 
tain status of acquisition of the Penn Athletic Club Building by GSA and to 
request maximuin expediting. Mr. Finegan stated that delays had been oc- 
casioned by demands of the owner of the Penn Athletic Club Building, that 
GSA did not have funds for purchase of the building, and that investigation 
was being made of the suitability of two adjacent apartment bulidings now 
under construction. 

January 17, 1951.—Conference conducted by Mr. Alexander with Mr. Hunter, 
Deputy Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, General Services Administra- 
tion, Mr. Shackelford, Mr. Kalette, General Decker, General Reeder, General 
Lawton, at which it was agreed that decision would be made within 24 hours 
as to whether the McCloskey apartment building could be made suitable in 
lien of acquiring the Penn Athletic Club Building. 

January 17, 1951.—Decision reached that McCloskey apartment building could 
not be made suitable within any reasonable period of tis.e to meet Signal Corps 
requirements ; therefore, the Army would proceed with acquisition of the Penn 
Athletic Club Building. 

January 18, 1951.—Hearings conducted by Bureau of the Budget for approval 
of Army request for use of $4 million for use for acquisition and rehabilitation 
of Penn Athletic Club Building; attended by Mr. Kalette and General Barriger. 
$3 million approved. 

January 24, 1951.—Letter from Mr. Alexander to Mr. Reynolds, Commissioner, 
Public Buildings Service, General Services Administration, requesting “formal 
approval of the Army’s plan to purchase and rehabilitate the Penn Athletic 
Club” with the understanding that “after acquisition and rehabilitation of the 
the building, it will be turned over to the General Services Administration for 
management and control.” 

January 25, 1951.—Senate Armed Services Committee approved use of $4 
million Army construction funds for the purchase and rehabilitation of Penn 
Athletic Club Building 

January 26, 19381.—Mr. W. E. Reynolds, Commissioner, Public Buildings Serv- 
ice, General Services Administration, in letter to Mr. Alexander states he 
“would not be required to interpose any objection to the aequisition of the subject 
property (Penn Athletic Club Building) and its subsequent-conversion and adap 
tation by the Department of the Army through the expenditure of funds under 
the control of that Department.” 

February 1, 1951.—House Armed Services Military Affairs Committee approved 
the use of $4 million Army construction funds for the purchase and rehabilitation 
of the Penn Athletic Club Building. 

February 6, 1951.—Condemnation papers filed by the court, and title to the 
Penn Athletic Club Building acquired by the Army. 

February 6, 1951.—Engineers awarded contract for architect-engineer services 
for preparation of plans and specifications for rehabilitation of the Penn Athletic 
Club Building to Ballinger & Co., of Philadelphia. 

February 6, 1951.—Contract covering the repair of elevators awarded to the 
Otis Elevator Co. 

February 8, 1951.—House Appropriations Committee was informed of the 
use of $4 million Army construction funds for the purchase and rehabilitation 
of the Penn Athletic Club Building. 
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February 8, 1951.—Contract by letter order awarded to Turner & Co., of 
Philadelphia, for rehabilitation of Penn Athletic Club Building. 


Comparison of the Penn Athletic Club and Ford Bldgs. as viewed by the Army on 
Dec. 27, 1950 





Penn AC Bidg. Ford Bldg. 





Time of possession .| Immediate Im ble to foreca 
2. Time of Signal Corps’ occupancy after | 30 days partial, "90 days total. 60 days to 
possession. 
. Location ~.-+.-..--...-...-| Heart of downtown Philadelphia__| North Philadelphia 
. Gross area ettibitilains 418,000 square feet 382,000 square feet 
. Usable space available_....... Approximately 350,000 square feet_| Approximately 3 
square feet.! 
. Availability of adjacent usable space for | 60,000 square feet in adjacent | None. 
expansion, garage. 
Total estimated over-all cost to Govern- 
ment 
(a) Acquisition... $1,500,000 ....-..}| $1,500,000. 
(0) Repairs and renov ation to be made | $1,500,000 to $2, 000, 000 $250,000 to $500,000 
by Government. | 
(c) Value of improvements of Cohen |__........_- ddim $400,000 to $750,000 
& Sons | 
Total ere 3,000, 500, | $2,150,000 to $2,750.00 








! This memorandum speaks as of Dec. 27, 1950, the day the Army’s decision was made. Since ther 
know through a letter of GSA dated Nov. 9, 1949, and through information furnished by that agency | 
GSA in 1949 estimated that the renovations to the Ford Bldg. required to meet the needs of the Bur 
of the Census would take over 5 months; estimated that its maximum usable space was 327,000 square { 
and estimated that the 1949 cost of renovation would have aggregated $760,000. 


[Fourth endorsement] 


OFrFrice OF THE CHIEF or ENGINEERS, 
August 24, 1950, Washington 25, D. C. 


Subject : Lease of space for Signal Corps in Philadelphia area. 
To: Chief Signal Officer, Washington 25, D. C. 


* * . * . . e 


A perusal of the survey report will disclose the critical situation in the 
P nitonclonte area as relating to the availability of space for the intended use 
without disrupting the economy of the area. Based upon directive issued by 
Office, Secretary of Defense, this Office has been instructed to take no steps 
to acquire by lease or condemnation the Ford Building at Broad and Leigh 
Streets, although the building at present is not occupied. 
3. In view of the survey made, your further instructions in this case ar 
requested. 
W. H. HASTINGS, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Real Estate. 
(For the Chief of Engineers) 


{Fifth endorsement] 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OrFice, CHTter SIGNAL OFFICER, 
Washington 25, D. C., September 6, 1950. 
Subject : Lease of space for Signal Corps in Philadelphia area. 
Thru: Assistant Chief of Staff, G4. 
To: Office of the Chief of Engineers, Washington 25, D. C. 

1. Reference is made to the real estate lease survey report of Philadelphia 
Pa., enclosure No. 2. Other than the Ford Building, none of the buildings listed 
in the subject survey meets the requirements of the Signal Corps in all respects 
The Penn Athletic Club, which is presently available and which the Chief of 
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Engineers recommends as suitable for Signal Corps use, is nut considered suit- 
able due to the lack of usable space, exorbitant cost of conversion, and time re- 
quired for rehabilitation. 

* * * * * * 


K. B. LAWTON, 
Major General, USA, 
Deputy Chief Signal Officer. 


Mr. CHARLES WEINSTEIN, 
Vice president, Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Dear Mr. WEINSTEIN: Reference is made to your telegram dated August 10, 
1950, concerning occupancy of the Ford Building in Philadelphia by agencies of 
the Department of the Army. 

I have been informed that the Chief Signal Officer, Department of the Army, 
has a requirement for several thousand square feet of office space in the Phila- 
delphia area in connection with Signal Corps procurement activities. Repre- 
sentatives of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, will, in the 
near future, make a survey of the Philadelphia area in an effort to locate suit- 
able space for this purpose. In connection with the survey to be made, I wish 
to assure you that every effort will be made to avoid disruption of the local 
economy, to the extent possible, and, at the same time, fulfill the requirements 
of the Signal Corps for its expanded activities. I feel confident that the Army 
can fulfill its present requirements without giving consideration to the use 
of space in the Ford Building. 

I trust the foregoing is satisfactory for your purpose. 

Sincerely yours, 


ARCHIBALD S, ALEXANDER, 
Undersecretary of the Army. 


(Letter has been crossed through with ink.) 


Aveust 16, 1950. 
Mr. CHARLES WEINSTEIN, 
Vice President, Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Deak Mr. WEINSTEIN: Reference is made to your telegram dated August 10, 
1950, concerning occupancy of the Ford Building in Philadelphia by agencies of 
the Department of the Army 

I have been informed that the Chief Signal Officer, Department of the Army, 
has a requirement for several thousand square feet of office space in the Phila- 
delphia area in connection with Signal Corps procurement activities. Repre- 
sentatives of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, will, in the near 
future, make a survey of the Philadelphia area in an effort to locate suitable 
space for this purpose. 

I wish to assure you that every effort will be made to fulfill the requirements 
of the Signal Corps for its expanded activities without taking over space in the 
Ford Building. 

Sincerely, 
ARCHIBALD S. ALEXANDER, 
Under Secretary of the Army. 


Notation attached: “Dear Mr. Weinstein: The attached letter is a duplicate of 
the original, a copy of which was sent to you on August 24. The original let- 
ter has not vet been found.—August 31, 1950."’) 


ENTRY IN CoLoNeL HAsTINGS’ Log IN CONNECTION WitrH His TELEPHONE Con- 
VERSATION WITH Mr. Hayes, ASSISTANT TO SENATER MYERS OF PENNSYLVANNIA, 
11:30 a. M., SEPTEMBER 18, 1950 


Mr. Hayes, assistant to Senator Myers of Pennsylvania, calling from Pitts- 
burgh, said that he had just received a call from the Amalgamated Clothiers, of 
Philadelphia, relative to the Ford Building. Story is to the effect that the Signal 
Corps is going to take it over. Colonel Hastings stated that the latest word he 
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had from higher authority was not to take over the building. Mr. Hayes state:| 
that his information was that the matter had been reopened and that we were 
to take it over. 


OcToBER 12, 1950. 
Memorandum for Mr. Asbill. 

The individuals who have telephoned Mr. Alexander with regard to the Army 
interest in leasing the Ford Building at Broad and Lehigh Streets, Philadelphia, 
-a., are— 

Secretary of Labor Tobin. 
Mr. Robert Moore, Democratic National Committee. 
Mr. Jacob S. Potofsky, Amalgamated Clothing Workers Union. 

Mr. Pace desires that the foregoing individuals and Senators Myers and 
Martin and the Congressmen from the Philadelphia district be informed tha 
after thorough canvassing of all possibilities and careful review of the entire 
matter, the Army finds it necessary to proceed with leasing of the Ford Buildi: 

Release of the attached correspondence to C—4, authorizing the Engineers to 
proceed with the procurement of a lease for this building, will be withheld unt! 
contact has been made with the individuals named above. 

C. RopNey SMITH, 
Colonel, GSC, 
Executive. 


MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION BETWEEN MR. F. SHACKELFORD, 1D: 
PARTMENT COUNSELOR, AND Mr. JAcop S. Pororsky, GENERAL PRESIDENT, AMAI 
GAMATED CLOTHING WURKERS OF AMERICA, NEW YORK 


(October 16, 1950) 
. * 7 * * 


Mr. SHACKELFORD. Who gave you that understanding? 
Mr. Porcrsky. We got it from Secretary Johnson, Secretary of Labor, and 
Senator Myers. 
Mr. SHACKELFORD. How did you get it from Secretary Johnson? 
Mr. Pororsxy. I think it was communicated to Senator Myers. 
. * * * > > 
Mr. SHACKELFORD. I would be curious to know what led you to believe it. 
Mr. Poto: sky. I got it from Secretary Tobin, from Senator.Myers, indirectly; 
it was not directly to me but to our Philadelphia men. 
> . . > > -_ . 
Mr. Pororsky. That is why I don’t want anything to happen. As soon as they 
come back—lI'll tell you there are certain aspects on that that are scandalous 
and we happen to know them. We are concerned also with the Democratic 
administration. 
. ° 7 


MEMORANDUM OF TELFPHONE CONVERSATION BETWEEN Mr. F. SHACKELFoRD, I! 
PARTMENT COUNSELOR, AND Miss DONAHUE, SENATOR MYERS’ OFFICE 


(October 16, 1950) 
MEMORANDUM OF SENATOR MYERS 
Secretary of Defense Johnson and General Renfro assured me on Friday, 
August 11, that they had advised the Signal Corps to discontinue any negotia 


tions for the acquisition of the Ford Building and they assured me that I had 
no further cause for worry or alarm. 
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TELEGRAM From SENATOR Myers, Datep Aveust 11, 1950, To Mr. WEINSTEIN (?) 
PHILADELPHIA REPRESENTATIVE OF THE AMALGAMATED CLOTHING WORKERS 


(October 17, 1950) 


Secretary Johnson advised me this afternoon that Signal Corps has been 
ordered to cease all negotiations. Feel confident you have nothing further to 
worry about. 


MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION BETWEEN Mr. SHACKELFORD, 
DEPARTMENT COUNSELOR, AND MISs “DONAHUE, SENATOR MYERS’ OFFICE 


(October 17, 1950) 


Miss Donahue called at the request of Senator Myers, to whom she had read 
over the phone Mr. Shackelford’s letter regarding the Ford Building. Mr. 
Shackelford stated he had already talked to Senator Myers. In answer to Mr. 
Shackelford’s question Miss Donahue stated that it is not the practice in the 
Senator's office to take down the conversations but the Senator makes notes and 
dictates a memorandum which they keep in the files in case he should wish to re- 
fresh his memory. She read the following memorandum from his files: 

“Secretary of Defense Johnson and General Renfro assured me on Friday, 
August 11, that they had advised the Signal Corps to discontinue any negoti- 
ations for the acquisition of the Ford Building and they assured me that I had 
no further cause for worry or alarm.” 

It was Miss Donahue’s understanding that Senator Myers had talked to both 
Secretary Johnson and General Renfro, but he may have talked to General 
Renfro only, who gave him Mr. Johnson's assurances. The young lady who 
would know is no longer with Senator Myers. 

When the Senator was up at Greensburg, Pa., at the Penn Albert(?) Hotel, 
about September 18, he called Major General Aiken, who was out of the city, 
and spoke with his girl, who said so far as she knew there was no change in 
plans to take over the building. He was referred to General Pick, who was 
also out of the office. Finally talked to his aide. Following is his memoran- 
dum: 

“Talked with his aide, Colonel Hastings (W. J.), who stated they were not, 
repeat, not taking over the building, and had no immediate plans to take it over.” 


MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION BETWEEN Mr. F. SHACKELFoRD, De- 
PARTMENT COUNSELOR, AND Mr. Jacon S. Pororsky, GENERAL PRESIDENT, AMAL- 
GAMATED CLOTHING WORKERS OF AMERICA, NEW YORK 


(October 17, 1950) 
9 * . . > s * 

Mr. Pororsky. To Mr. Weinberg, our manager in Philadelphia. Further Mr. 
Archibald S. Alexander signed under date of August 16 a letter stating (To 
Charles Weinstein, vice president, ACW) : 

“I wish to assure you that every effort will be made to fulfill the requirements 
of the Signal Corps for its expanded activities without taking over space in 
the Ford Building.” 

> > ad * > 7 o 

Mr. Pororsky. There is no conclusion? As I said to you yesterday, I would 
ike the opportunity to talk with Mr. Pace before anything is done, and President 
Truman upon their return. 

. * * * * > . 


MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION BETWEEN Mr. F. SHACKELFORD, De- 
PARTMENT COUNSELOR, AND SENATOR FRANCIS J. MYers, ALTOONA, Pa. 


(October 17, 1950) 
> 


* = > 


Senator Myers. * * * Too bad Louie Johnson is out, but the top brass 
told me I had no cause to worry, including the top man of the Signal Corps and 


90549—5 1—__24 


* * > 
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his assistant, because I had heard it was being reopened and I called him again 
and was again told no reason for wanting it. I don’t know if they are pushing 
me around. We are going to check in our Washington files. I think I would 
have to go all the way to the President because it would make me a lot of 
trouble, particularly when we know what is behind it. 


Noration or Copy or Lerrer Darep OcToOBER 13, 1950, Tro THE HoNORABLE Maurice 
J. Tostn, THe SecreTary or Larner rrom F. SHACKELFORD, DeparRTMEN| 
COUNSELOR 

(October 17, 1950) 


No action to be taken on leasing pending further investigation of facts and 


previous commitments of Secretary of Defense. 
Cc. R. 8 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Orrice or THE UNDER SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., October 17, 1950 
Memorandum for the Record. 
Subject: Ford Building, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Mr. Shackelford informed me in his office today that in conversation with 
Senator Myers, the Senator stated categorically that he (or his office) jad 
talked with Colonel Hastings, Corps of Engineers, who said to him that the 
engineers were not taking over the Ford Building and had no immediate plans 
to take it over. Although the word “immediate” was included, Senator Myers 
interpreted that to mean the forthcoming future and to be a commitment that 
the Army was, in fact, not planning to take over the Ford Building and would 
take no action to do so. As a result of his conversation with Colonel Hastings 
(and with Secretary of Defense Johnson who assured him likewise), Senator 
Myers reassured constituents that the Army had made a commitment to do 
noth ng further about taking the building. He now feels that the Army is 
morally bound to refrain from taking the building. 

I called Colonel Hastings upon my return to my own office and told him of 
Mr. Shackelford’s conversation with Senator Myers. Colonel Hastings said that 
he had talked with someone in the Senator's office. At that time, he had instru 
tions from the Office of the Secretary of Defense to take no action to take the 
building. He told the Senator's office that he had those instructions, that he 
knew of no change in them, and that so far as he knew there would be no action 
to take the building. Colonel Hastings insisted that he did not commit the 
Department, although I pointed out that the Senator was justified in construing 
his remarks as a commitment. 

Colonel Hastings called me later in the afternoon and read to me the entry in 
his log which his secretary made after his conversation with Senator Myers 
office. It was as follows: 

“Conversation with Mr. Hayes, assistant to Senator Myers, of Pennsylvania, 
11:30 a. m., September 18, 1950: Mr. Hayes, assistant to Mr. Myers of Pennsy! 
vania, calling from Pittsburgh, said that he had just received a call from the 
Amalgamated Clothiers, of Philadelphia, relative to the Ford Building. Story is 
to the effect that the Signal Corps is going to take it over. Colonel Hastings 
stated that the latest word we had from higher authority was not to take over 
the building. Mr. Hayes stated that his information was that the matter had been 
reopened and that we were going to take it over.” 

C. Ropney SMITH, 
Colonel GSC, Erecutive 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMy, 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., October 19, 1950 

Miss Glancy, Mr. Shackelford’s office, called to give you this message fro! 
Mr. Shackelford: 

“He would like you to get in touch with the engineers to be sure that they 
don’t go ahead with negotiations on the Ford Building. Secondly, that the) 
continue consideration of other buildings because some other buildings wi! 
probably be used; it is Very likely that the Ford Building will not be used 
They want to consider the other buildings; there isn’t any rush on droppirs 
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the whole thing for possibly 2 or 3 weeks, and the Ford Building is not excluded 
yet but it probably will be.” 
Mr. Shackelford would like you to call him about this. 
P. C. O. 


MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION BETWEEN Mr. F. SHACKELFORD, 
DEPARTMENT COUNSELOR, AND Mr. JoHN A. HAYES, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO SENATOR FRANCIS MYERS 

(November 1, 1950) 

“Jack” Hayes, Senator Myers’ assistant, called and said he wondered if any 
developments on this Ford plant. He hoped “I can tell our people it is settled 
for good.” The reason he called is because the Amalgamated Workers are doing 
a good job financially and politically and the only thing they ask in return is 
to stay at this lease because it would throw their people out of work. “Frank” 
(Senator Myers) asked him to check to see if they could tell them anything 
further. 

Mr. Shackelford stated he could give encouragement by reason of the follow- 
up letter to Senator Myers but could not give encouragement that it is completely 
dead. Other buildings are being looked at and very careful and worth-while 
consideration is being given. 

Mr. Hayes felt that the situation is “very vague” as it now stands, and Mr, 
Shackelford stated the chances (that they won't take it) are “fairly” good, he 
thought. 


Re space requirements of Signal Corps Stock Control Agency and Signal Corps 
Procurement Agency, Philadelphia, Pa., November 18, 1950. 


Comment No. 8. 
To: U/SA 
From: G—4. 

1. In accordance with your instructions contained in preceding comment No. 3, 
a restudy of the Signal Corps space requirements (comment No. 5) and a com- 
prehensive real estate resurvey report of the Philadelphia area to meet Signal 
Corps space requirements (enclosure No.3) have been made. 

2. As a result of the restudy, Signal Corps space requirements have been re- 


duced from 350,000 to 324,292 square feet of usable space. 

8. While the Penn Athletic Club Building could be prepared eventually to 
meet the minimum current requirements of the Signal Corps, its use would re- 
quire a split operation for a considerable period of time with no space for 
mobilization expansion. It is recommended that the Ford Building be obtained. 

For the Assistant Chief of Staff, G—4. (Stamped.) 


W. L. BARRIGER, 
Brigadier General 8 C, 
Chief, Service Division. 


NOVEMBER 18, 1950 
From: Brig. Gen. W. L. Barriger, Chief, Service Division G—4. 
To: U/SA. 

Subject : Space requirements of Signal Corps Stock Control Agency and Signal 
Corps Procurement Agency, Philadelphia, Pa. In acco.dance with instructions 
continued in preceding coment No. 3, a restudy of the Signal Corps space re 
quirements (comment No. 5) and a comprehensive real estate resurvey report of 
the Philadelphia area to meet Signal Corps space requirements have been made. 
As a result of the restudy, Signal Co ps space requirements have been reduced 
from 350,000 to 324,202 square feet of usable space. While the Penn Athletic Club 
Building could be prepared eventually to meet the minimum current require- 
ments of the Signal Corps its use would require a split operation for a con- 
siderable period of time with no space for mobilization expansion. It is recom- 
mended that the Ford Building be obtained. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., November 29, 1950. 
Memorandum for record. 
Mr. Robert Moore, of the Democratic National Committee, called Mr. Alexan- 
der regarding any new developments with respect to the Signal Corps moving 
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into the Ford Building in Philadelphia to meet Signal Corps procurement re- 
quirements for space. 

Mr. Alexander stated that there is a further examination now going on as to 
other possible places where the Signal Corps might move, but if it shows up tha! 
the increased cost of going somewhere else is appreciable the Army will request a 
reversal. 

Mr. Moore asked that he be advised when the matter does reach a conclusion 

0. J. F. 


DeceMBER 8, 1950. 
Memorandum for record. 
Subject: Ford Building, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Mr. Robert Moore, of the Democratic National Committee, called regarding 
office space in the Ford Building. Mr. Alexander said he had not received the 
report being prepared by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Alexander advised Mr. Moore that GSA has been designated to obtain 
oftice space as required for the armed services as well as for other branches 
of the Government. The Army had a conference with GSA last week to tell 
them the background of the situation regarding the space needed by the Army 
and they are to obtain it. Meantime, the Army has asked for information 
from G-—4, but has not received it as yet. As of December 1, 1950, GSA will handle 
the procurement of office space in certain cities, of which Vhiladelphia is one 

Mr. Moore asked to be advised of the names of the people the Army people 
had talked to in Philadelphia. 

0..J. F. 

(In handwriting: “Mr. Jehn Vacek OCE is the name of the person preparing 
the report.”) 


DrcEMBER 22, 1950. 
Memorandum for the Secretary of the Army. 
* * ¥ ¥ . 7. . 

5. I have cleared this matter by telephone with Mrs. Rosenberg who held a 
conference in her office on December 18, 1950, with Mr. Ullman of the Cohen 
Clothing Co., Philadelphia; Mr. Weinstein of the Amalgamated Clothing Work 
ers Union, Mr. Drechsler, attorney, Col. Rodney Smith, and me. If the Arm) 
decides to use the Ford Building I agreed with her to call Messrs. Ullman, 
Weinstein, and Drechsler and explain to them the careful considerations on 
which the ultimate decision is based. Of course, it will also be important for 
you or me to call Senator Myers and for you to call the White House, the help 
of which will undoubtedly be solicited as a final court of appeal by both the 
union and the president of the company. 

6. The importance of making this decision today, if at all possible, is that the 
clothing company now plans, according to advice furnished to Mrs. Rosenberg 
to move as much of its equipment as possible into the building over the Christ 
mas week end. From the standpoint of the Signal Corps each day is vital because, 
on the basis of its limited November facilities and personnel, it is already 3% 
months behind schedule on processing procurement directives. 

F. SHACKELFORD, 
* Department Counselor 


Subject : Additional office space, Philadelphia, Pa. 
Square feet 
Total revised space requirement in Philadelphia - : : 395, O85 
5. To meet this requirement of space: 
(a) Penn Athletic Club Building_- peseaie _ 290, 000 
(b) Penn Warwick Garage Building___- a ; 56, O00 
(c) Record Building_______-_~ 21, 569 


Total space in Philadelphia, Pa_____- wi ; . 367, 569 
* * * . * 


~ 
9. It is requested that early acquisition of this space be obtained. 
K. B. Lawron, 
Major General, USA, 
Deputy Chief Signal Officer- 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF, G—4, LOGISTICs, 
February 9, 1951. 


Memorandum for: Mr. M. BE. Kalette. 
Subject: Additional space in Philadelphia for Signal Corps. 

1. I am sorry I did not get the attached papers to you before you left Wash- 
ington. They are being sent up to you by Colonel Meader, commanding officer 
of the Philadelphia Signal Corps Procurement Agency. 

2. Apparently, there has been a misunderstanding as to the usable space 
in the Penn Athletic Club Building, and the Signal Corps is putting forward 
a strong requirement for the garage. General Barriger feels that, regardless 
of their requirement for space, it would be most untimely for us to take any 
action to acquire, either by lease or ownership, the garage. 

3. Apparently, we have placed ourselves on record with congressional com- 
mittees that the Penn Athletic Club would satisfy the requirements of the Signal 
Corps. You probably know more about this than I. 

4. I think the Signal Corps should plan the use of the Penn Athletic Club 
Building on such a basis that the facilities they cannot get into that building 
can be placed elsewhere in the city; or, perhaps, when the “fire burns out’, we 
could lease the garage and complete the move as they desire. This, apparently, 
will not be the ideal solution from the standpoint of the Signal Corps, but 
General Barriger feels very strongly that the acquiring of additional space for 
their use at this time would only open the whole thing up again. 

EUGENE F’. CARDWELL, 
Colonel, GSC, 
Assistant Chief, Service Division 
(For the Assistant Chief of Staff, G—4). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF SIGNAL OFFICER, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 10, 1951. 
Memorandum for: Mr. M. E. Kalette. 
Subject: Additional space in Philadelphia for the Signal Corps. 
> - . + ” > 7 

3. * * * T have not verified your estimate personally, but the figures given 
to me by our Philadelphia office, obtained from the Corps of Engineers in Phila- 
delphia, have indicated that the renovation without additional floors would 
produce about 256,000 square feet, and with additional fioors about 286,000 
square feet, either one of which is totally inadequate to meet our requirements. 
I am also informed that due to the necessity for reenforcements for the addi- 
tional floors this might be too expensive. 

4. I agreed with General Barriger last night to suspend action on the request 
for the lease until you personally, on Monday, obtain from the architect or any 
other source you see fit, a firm figure as to the amount of usable space that 
will be developed in the Penn Athletic Club. Since my present information 
leads me to believe that we must have the garage, no planning can be done 
on the Penn Athletic Club until this issue is settled. 

5. Congressman Wigglesworth and perhaps Congressman Taber are the only 
persons who are of the opinion that our procurement of the Penn Athletic Club 
will develop more space than is needed by the Signal Corps. Although I realized 
at the time what they are thinking about, I made no effort to refute it as I 
anticipated they would vote “no” anyway and there was no need of prolonging 
the confusion. Since we are leasing the garage and not buying it, we had no 
moral requirement to talk about the garage before the Appropriations Commit- 
tee. 

6. To summarize, all I want to know is, How many square feet will be available 
when the Penn Athletic Club is renovated? The rest of the questions can be 
easily answered. 

K. B. LAWTON, 
Major General, United States Army, 
Deputy Chief Signal Officer. 

(Pencil note: “Notre.—General Lawton’s secretary informed me that no copies 
of this menio were sent to people outside their own office —E. M. C., February 
14, 1951.”) 
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FEBRUARY 12, 1951. 
Memorandum for: Maj. Gen. K. B. Lawton. 
Subject: Additional space in Philadelphia for the Signal Corps. 
+ * a > * * > 

5. Any mistaken conceptions now held by Congressmen Taber and Wiggles 
worth and the members of the Armed Services Committee based upon estimates 
I gave them should be corrected in keeping with the sense of this memorandum. 
If we find it contrary to the Government’s interest to spend large sums of money 
on reconstruction schemes which are farfetched because of the hitherto unknown 
(to us) peculiarities of the design, and if the most we can get out of the Penn 
AC by using orthodox methods is not enough for your needs, we can then in all 
propriety go to the Congress and clear the record and tell them then why we are 
leasing the garage. 

- 2 ” « + 
MicHaet E. Katierre, Consultant. 
(Pencil note states: “Signed but not sent. Retained in OUSA as memo for 
record.”’) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., February 13, 1951. 
Memorandum for: Mr. Alexander. 
Subject: Penn Athletic Club Building, Philadelphia, Pa. 
“ * x. * * * . 

4. It is not unlikely that some effort will be made to set up a comparison 
between the cost to the Government of the Penn AC and the so-called Ford Build 
ing. It would seem to me that any such comparison would be purely academic 
at this time and it would have been at any time since I was brought into this 
picture late in December (27th). Aside from the extent to which the decision 
to drop the Ford Building was influenced by the powerful arguments presented 
by the city of Philadelphia through its chamber of commerce, its representatives 
in the Congress, by the American Federation of Labor and others, there was 
another consideration which appealed strongly to me and that was that we knew 
definitely that we could get the Penn AC at a stated price and with immediate 
possession, and our only gamble was on how much it would cost to rehabilitate 
the building and how many square feet of useful space it would produce. At 
the Ford Building we were confronted with powerful threats of continuing liti- 
gation and of consequential damages to the tenant then in occupancy, the extent 
of which no one could foretell. 

MIcHAEL E. Karetre, Consultant. 

(Notation in ink: “Concur 100 percent—CRS. February 13.”) 


Chairman McKe.xar. If there is nothing further, the hearings are 
closed. 

(Thereupon, at 6:55 p. m., Monday, October 15, 1951, the hearings 
were closed. ) 
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